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READER. 


H E Author of this Diſcourſe, 
pretends not to fo great a name as 
to expedt, That his Afertions 
ſhould be ſwallowed without 


, chewing, embraced without examination 


upon his Authority : And indeed, he ſees 
not the need ef any ſuch Prerence for ſuch 
an End ; for he preſents the Reader bur 
with the Do&rine of the Prote/tant Divines, 
whoſe name and authority (if there be a- 
ny defe& in its evidence) might challenge 
ſuch a Veneration, as may forbid any 
haſty or rough oppoſition of what they 
have unanimouſly conſented in. As to 
his Performance in compiling,he is aware, 
that not himſelf, but the Reader muſt and 
will be judge; and therefore to prevent 
the trouble of bringing a Writ of Erros a- 
painſt his Judgment, the Author thinks ic 


needful to give an account of the occaſion 


of the Compoſure, the manner of handbing the 
A 2 Subject, 
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The Eviſtle 

Subj:&, the reaſon of the Publication at this 
time, and he e weight of the = 1conaihg ſe, 

As for the £ Occaiion; - About Eighteen 
Years fince Three Reverend Divines Mr. 
William Fen, Ir. Chriſfopher Fowler , 
and Mr. WWl;: Cowper (with whom the 
Author had the honour to be Oy 
acquainted ) did often in his hearing com- 
plain, of the increaſe of many dangerous 
Errours in Doarine, tince tne Year 1660, 
In which complaine the Author allo joyn- 
ec, and withal gave them an account of a 
Coll: ion which he had begun out of the 
moſt nected Authors, and cait under Four 
Heads (wit. Secinianiſm, Popery, Arminta« 
niſm, Hobbeiſm) which account they en- 
couragec him to angment and pertect, as 
accorcingly he did. And the Reverend 
Mr. Fenkzr, wes ſo well facisfed in the fi- 
Celicy of the Collector, tat upon occafi- 
on of a Conteſt b:tween a Divine and 
Himfe!f, he Tranſcribed fo many of the 
Coil:&ons as he thougnt meet, and puh- 
Ih them in bis LZetiz Book, entiruled, 
Celen/ma, Any the Report ot thoſe Col- 
JeEtcoms Can? to tre Ears ct Bon Boule of 
2 are Omg » I et Jates 
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#o the Reader, 


Reverend Mr. 7/illiam Cewper, for thoſe 
Colietions which had, che Popith 
Errours, Names of the Authors, and oi ine 
Licenſers in ore Column, and the Doctrine 
of the Church of Ergland, our ot the 4r- 
ticles and Homilies, it anoch: Co/1:zm, and 
the ColkeFors name fubſcribe: 

When theſe C olles Hions ' vere we cigh 29, 
= Committee 523: Report, and rhe 

Jouſe was ſeatled: at i > und it was 


thought, the Autgors +47: ers WOU I 
have been called to oo, 5k Lies 


Prorovation of the Houſe 5.07 on 

But © return torhe Trinmw hr ator is 
Collec tion above zentioned, thes _N 13064 
to the Colleor another Task, 
Draw up for the Preſs ſome (ac ! 47, 
the Principal Arguments againſt the it; row 
eontain'd inthe Colletiion , and x Conuits 
Reply to the moit ſpecious Onjektions ; 
which, as toPopery and Arminianiim ac- 
cordingly was Jone to their Content. 

And what is now tender'd, 1s a art of 
what was intended for the Preis longs Gnce, 
in complence with their requelts 5; had 
not the Autos call into the Countrey, and 
the death of thoſe worthy Divines hin- 
Gred his further Incoaragament, witiout 
which he was as a S$03D bocalas d. 
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The Epiſtle 

As for the manner of handling the Sub. 
jet; Ir is handled conciſely, that the 
Reader may not be diſcouraged from buy- 
ing by the Price, nor from reading by the 
Bulk, and as plainly as the zature of the 
Savject would bear ; which is done for the 
Advantage of Private Chriſtians, many of 
whoin are concerned about the Ditferen- 
ces in theſe Points. 

The Author well remembers,how much 
ſorrow and wonder thatPious and Prudent 
Gentleman, Henry Aſhurſt, of London, Eſq; 
(now aſcended to Glory) expreſt, at the 
Joyning of works with faith in our Fuſtificati- 
on, by a Divine of Note (and whom he had 
a great Eſteem for) and there are others 
living, that look upon the ſame Divire's 
(and his Followers) Erronr In that Point 
WIE great regret. 

And ribat the Di/courſe might be more 
Fired to the capacity of the meaneſt Rea- 
der, capable of underftanding Controver- 
fics,the Author hath thought fic ro caſt the 
meterials into tlie Form of a Dialogae,vehich 
9cihod he was encouraged to, by the good 
reception which the woriny Divine Mr. 
Ataith iy Pert's Dialogue, and a Friendly De- 
vatc of the Authors met withal,fome years 
ince; and by the advantage which it ai- 
fo;cs to the Readr, whoſe attention 1s 
quickned 


to the Reader. 


qrickned by alternate Diſcourſe, which is dul: 
led by a ſeries of cloſe Argumentation. The 
Anthor is not ignorant of the Exceprion 
which lies againſt this method of handling 
Controverſies : That the Compoſer gives 
himſcif an advantage, (and too often uſes 
it) to make his Antegoniſt lay, not what 
himſelf :h;»ks,but what the Compoſer plea- 
ſes: but this Author is willing to bear 
the ſhame of D:ſingenuity, if he be found 
guilty in that kind. And yet being ſenſt- 
ble of ſome appearance of ſuch guilt, he 
thinks himſelf concerned to prevent cen- 
ſure by an Apology once or twice (at moſt) 
he brings in the Galation, as giving the Pau- 
line Divines contemptuous words : but they 
are the very ſame which a D:vine of that 
Denomination gives them in Print, And 
now and then the Galation is repreſented 
as at a loſs for an Anſwer ; the true rea- 
fon whereof is,that the Author had neither 
met with any writer that anſwers fomeof 
the Pauli Arguments, nor could he exco- 
gitatea tolerable Reply. And ſometimes 
the Galation is introduced as inclinable to 
face about and embrace the Truth he had 
relinquiſhed, but that fault may admit of 
this fair excuſe; That the Pax/;/# ſuppo- 
ſes his Antagoniſt ſo honeit-hearted, as to 
b2 willing to acknowiedg2 his Errour , 
A 4. whe 
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when convinced of ir; and toſuppoſe him 
convinced who makes no reply to the Ar- 
gument produced, 15 no more unreaſona- 
ble, than that a Priſoners itanding mute 
at the Bar ſhou!d be taken for a Confeſſion 
of his Guile. And indeed the Auchor of 
this Conference kath been ſo far from repre- 
ſenting his Antagonitts notions by halves, 
that he hath explrived them when they 
{cemed obſcure, and added ſtrength to 
their Arguments where they ſcemed to 
need it, And the Author bath given the 
Titles of Paulj# and Galatian to the Dia- 
logiits, becauſe the Controverlie here a- 
giratced is the ſame, withthat between Pau] 
and the Galatians(viz.) whether we are ju- 
{tihea by Faith or Wo: ks, Gal. 2. 16. cþ.3. 
11, 12, Tone meamng of which terms,and 
the diffs: :nce aſigned between the Con- 
troverſie tnen on foot, and now, 15 conſi- 
dered in the ivilowing Conference. 

The Aathor hath not named the duth:rs 
nor Books, which he wrices againlt ; ard 
to that omiſſion he could haruly reconcile 
tis ewn tnoughts. He apprehended it 
might ſeem an effef of fear,to provoke per- 
r1enlar Perſons; and yet he coniideret,that 
tipcofing ir was fo, yer that fear was not 
aicognther unreaſonable in him, who hath 
bzen a frequent Wimels of Mens Impati- 
ENCS 


to the Reader. 


ence of Cortradiftion z of their being as hot 
25 a Taylors Goo{e,tho not ſo weighty; and 
that the End aimed at might be obtained 
otherwiſe ; an! why then ſhould a writer 
conc ſpleen, and be fond of reproaches 2 
eſpecially ſuch as diſparage bis sk1ll in his 
Profeflion ; of which the molt Picus and 
Learned Durham tock notice,and tmudeit- 
ly retorted : and tho unlearned and unread 
Divines, be the Epithets of the oppoſers of ths 
Dottrine, yet pojſivly expericnce may ſhow, that 
ſuch may moſt readily be the Embracers of it. 
Expoſ. en Rev. 3. p. 146. and he ſpeaks of 
the very Dodrine this Treatiſe oppoles. 
The End aimed at, in ſpeaking to things 
not Perſcrs is, That the Diſcourſe here of- 
fer'd may be weighed in an cven ballence (to 
ale Febs phraſe, Foes. 31. 6) not poized by 
the hand; and this end is more likely to 
be obtain'd, by the courſe above mentio- 
ned: for the oppoſers of the Dodrine here 
defended, when they find not their own 
Names called in Queſtion, may more calm- 
ly Deliberare before they paſs Sentence z 
and their E:J-wers (who bave their Perſons 
in admiration) may poſlibly be induced to 
conſider what is ſaid, when they know not 
againit whom. oiherwile they might in- 
dulge chemlelves in the Heatbens humour, 
Facilins ef ecerit, quiſquis evjecerit, erimen ho- 
neſtum, 
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rmeſtuw, quam turpem Catonem Seth. He 
would rather call Vice Vertue, than Cato wir 
ciors: And they may embrace Errour for 
Trauch, wander with their guides, rather 
than believe they could miſtake their way. 

And the Author of this Diſcourſe hath 
Cited but few Proteſtant Divines(and thoſe 
ſuch as the Dialogiſts might have read, 
or quotations vur of them 3 becauſe his 
Deſign is nat to prove the Matter of Fatt, 
ſimply by their Teſtimonzes (which Is alto= 
gether needleſs to thoſe who have peruſed 
them,wirh any heediuinets aud judgment) 
but by laying their Arguments and Re- 
plies, to their Oppolers ObjeRions,as cloſe 
as may be together, that the Reader nay 
paſs an Impartial Judgment upon Fac 
and Right ; chat this is their Do&#rine, and 
that at 25 771 

The reaſon of the Publication, 1s not the 
want of Authors that ſpeak tully and clear- 
ly to the Controverſie in our Native Lan- 
guage; as Mr. Anthony Burgeſſe , Mr. 
Samnel Roles, Mr. Fohn Troughton, &c. 
(which latter Ceſerves Peruſal, particular- 
y for the Proof he makes, of the natural 
Tendency of our Antagoaiſts Doctrine 
£O Soceninnijm, Oc.) 

But a Compliance with the Impecrtunity 
of ſome Friends, who have mage 
the 


to the Reader. 


the better Opinion of the Diſcourſe, be- 
cauſethey knew that the three worthy Di- 
vines before mentioned had given their m- 
primatur to it, and it's no uncommon Qb- 
ſervation, that new Books like new Faſhions 
are moſt z requeſt ; but indees, the chicf 
Motives are, That a great deal of Matter us 
crowded into a little room. The Book is 
like the PidFure of @ Fight,wherein are more 


Heads of Men and Horſes than 2vbole Bo* 


dies ; by which courſe, whether he hath 
done right or wrong to the Caule, is not 
for himſelf to ſay. To affirm the former, 
would be Immodeſ# Pride ; to affirm the 
latter, Prond Modeſty : And that the Aru- 
thor zs willing to enter his proteſ# againſt} Er- 
70urs, Which he does greatly diſlike, and 
the rather, becauſe many Divines of bet- 
ter Abilities (for reaſons beſt known to 
themſelves) are contented to he SpeFators, 
rather than Parties in this Quarrel, in a 
time when theſs Errours ſpread like a 
CGanpgrene. 

And now the eight of the Controverſie 
expects irs room, in this Epiltle. Some 
indeed of our En7lih Proteſtant Divines 
ipeak ſlightly of ic; one upon Rev. 3. I. 
hath this Paſſzge: Thou haſt a Name that 
thou Iroeſt, as being ſo full of Zeal for er 8- 
gainſt this Ceremony, and that Opinion, mw 
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The Epiſtle 
ht andnice Diſputes abou: Faith and Fuſtifica- 
tion,and the time of theſe nice Diſputes himleif 
alligns( viz. JW/henProteſt anti/m had become the 
Rel:5i0n of Nations and Kingdoms; arid thence 
weknow ve: y well { without bins pnt to 
the trouble of gue{h::g) that the Di/Bxtes 
w2re about Faſtification by Faith or Works, 
&c. Another Divine ſays, As far as 1 
car ſee, St. Pan! newer meddles with a m7tter 
of that nicety ; Whether a (iagle af of Feith 
be the condition of our Fuftijication, 2s it as 
diſtinguiſhed from Evangelical Obelitmoio—— 
and a little after ; 1kz9w the ſubtilty of Inter 
r4rmes hath made St.Paul difÞute im the matter 
of Fuſtification, not as one bred up at the ſect of 
Gamaliel, but of the Mr. of the ſentences. 
The Author thinks it unmeet to let this 
JIatter pailage paſs without this brief Ani- 
madverſion 3 That if that learned Divine 
intends hat di/tinFion(as probably he does) 
fides fola guſtificat, ſed non que ſole, 1. e. Faith 
#/one juſtifies, but not that Faith which z 
aloge, There ſeems to be no more /ubtil- 
zy in that, than in this dif i#&:io drawn 
trom St. Paul's Doitrine, Chriſt zs qui Dexs 
1207inr's eff, ſed nom quit Deas, That 1s, 
Chrifr v/ho is God dyed ; but he died not 
as God, which it is to be hoped that wor- 
thy Divias approves of, notwithitanding 
&s Subtilry. But there is a Third Divine 
who 
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who bears us in hand, That the common 
Opinion thac juſtifying Faith, as juſtifying, 
doth conſiſt in one ſingie Ae is a wretch- 
ed miſtake ; and if fo, then furely the 
2niftake is of ſome conſequence, or elle his 
Exithite is very Hyperbolical. 

But not to tranſgreſs the L2ws of archi- 
zecture, in making a large Porch before a 
little Horſe: The Author recommends to 
the Readers Conſideration, Mr. Durhbams 
Sentiment of the Doctrines oppoſed in this 
Diſcourſe. 

If by this,all the former DoFFrine of Fuft ifica- 
tion be enervnt, Where are we till now? If it 
ſtand ſo, os the followers thereof may attain 
Heawvin ; 15at ts the uſe of this fo full a 
mould, with jo much profeſſed danger in, and 
diſſatisfaifion with the former ? Will tt not be 
welcome to Papiſts to have Proteſtants ſpeak- 
ng mm their Termes, and bow;oogating then in 
cond .nming the former Languene of the moſt 
E,nment Reformers, &C. Rev. p4 { nag. 146. 
in 4*.] and prejently after he ſubjoynes, 
If under this re:9 dodel another matter a com> 
prehended, than formerly hath been intended 
by other expreſſions,in the writings of others, it 
cant be {0 eaſily approved, I:f# we ſnould con- 
demn the Generation of Gods People, who hawe 
gone before w,)d, It. And if their Doctrine 
be the ſame for Subſtance with the old Ga- 

latians, 
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ans, the Apoſtle hath paſſed this cenſure up- 
on it,that it is another Goſpel;ch. 1.6. | ;. e. 
quite different from what he taught] yet 
not another, but a Perwer/ion of the Goſpel of 
Chriſt, v. 7. and hath denounced a Curſe 
againſt the Teachers of it, v. 8. and learners 
too, ch. 54. And what Defence our A4-- 

dern Galatiazs can make for themſelves will 

ſoon appear(for the Tryal will not be long) 

they being now brought to the Bar) if 
the —_— will but take his Place on the 

Bench. 


Londen, March 6. Tho. Danſon. 


1694. 


P--{ icript. 


POSTSCRIPT: 


HF Author of the following Diſcourſe 

3. thinks it meet to anſwer two objeftions 3 
one which bath been made againſt the Publi- 
Cation of :t (viz.) That the peace of the Church 
a #0t conſulted thercby; to that Calvin fhall 
return an Anſwer : The Purity of the Do- 
&rine | of juſtification] (of that he ſpeaks) 
15 to be conſtantly maintained, though 
Heaven and Earth ſhould bs mingled to- 
gether. The Name of Peace is Plauſible, 
but Curſed is that Peace which is 
bought with the loſs of the Dodarine of 
Chriſt, by which | De&rine | alone we co- 
aleſce intoan holy Unity. | Acts Ap. 15. 
I. ] And there 3s another which he foreſees like- 
ly to be made ; that ſome Tenents are bere 
confuted which their afſertor hath retraed. 
The ground of the Allegation wu«(t be, that he 
once ſignified he would have the meaſure of 
bs TFfudgmert taken r1athir from other 
Buoks of his, than that cut of which a Colle- 
lion us here made. But that Retrafation 
was but in general terms ; and it ſeems evi- 
dent that his Fudgment was not changed, by 
his defence of the ſame n:ions againſt divers 
Learned men, who wrote againſt them 5; and 
by ths Commendation ot the CO 
ne1s 
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neſs of a certain writer, in explaining thoſe 
Texts that meddle with Juſtification, and 
Remitffion of Sins, with Faith and Woiks, 
which Explications contain the ſumm of the 
20ſt Heterogox Opinions about 1hele points, in 
that pretendedly retraFed Bork, and there- 
fore are ſome paſſages quoted ot of that cor- 
mended Writer i» the Conterenc2 now 
preſented to the Reader; and beſide: if the 
Aſſertor of the Tenunts above mentioned 
had really retrafed them, ule be had imi- 
tated Chillingworths Candor (ho antwe- 
red bis own Argumints agaivt Proteſtantiim 
in Print ) it might ſeem need/ul to refute them, 
becauſe there are many who [til retain them, 
and therefore either do not believe his change 
of Judgment, or if they do, yet thiy rake hes 
Second Thoughts fo be not better, but worle 
than has firſt. And mdeed it us eaſier to chr ult 

a Man into a dep Ditch, thay to pluck bim 
out again; to lead him into an Errour, than 


zo drawhim off from it. 
T. D. 
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A 
Friendly Conference 


BETWEEN A 
| PAULISYT 


GALAT IAN. 


Pauliſt. E LL met Old Friend : 
Ic 1s as great a rariry to 
ſee you, as to ſee a 


Fly in the FV/inter time, What is the mat- 
ter that you decline my Company, which 
you formerly frequented 2? 

Galatian. To deal ingenioully with you, 
Difference in Opinion breeds ſome alie- 
nation in Aﬀection. I am come olt co the 

B New 


(+3 
New Methodiſts, and you adhere to the 
O14, in the Doctrine of Juſtification. 

Paul. I do not approve of the Names 
you give each Party; for our difference 
is not in Merhod, bur DoFrine. If they 
were to be Biſhopd (Corfirm'd) 1 mean, 
and I might be Godfather. (for in Con- 
firmation, a New Name is lometimes given, 
which cakes place of the Name given in 
Baptiſm ) T would call the iormer Modern 
Galatians, the latter Old Paulſts, and this 
Neme, T am not aſhamed to own. I am 
perfectly of our Sawviours Judgment, No 
Man having drank Old Wine, ſtraight way 
defirerh New ; for he ſaith, the Old is bet- 
ter, Luk. F. alt. 

Gal. You do ill to Nick-Name us Ga- 
latians, and to challenge tne Honour to 
your ſelves of being Parwliſts, which be- 
longs to us. 

Paul. If your Opinion be the ſame 
with the Galatians, I do but ſlander you 
with a Ford of Truth ; and that 'tis ſo, 
I ſhall prove in due time. As for the 
Honour you aſpire to, I will as eaſily be- 
heve you can ſhew me a black Swan (un- 
leſs on a Sign-polt) as believe your Party 
to be Pauliſts in this Point of Juſtifica- 
tion ; till you have proved, that Paul 
' was for Tuftification by Works, who ſo 
often, 


CF] 
often, and fo exprefly denies it; And 
upon his Oath aſfferts, that, it was not 
his practice to eat his own Words ; as 
God is true, Our Word toward you was not 
Na, and Nay, 2 Cor. 1.18. 

Gal. Paul denies Juſtification by Works 
of the Law, but not by Works of the 
Goſpel. 

Paul. But what if this be a Diſftin&ion 
without a Difference. IT have been taught 
that the Goſpel (ſtritly taken) is no 
Law, ( and fo hath no Works ) but is on- 
iy a Set (as I may call it) of New Re- 
wvelations, ( viz, of Chriſt's Perſon, Na- 
tures, Offices, Promiſes, ) and New Ob- 
je&s of Old Duties, and New Motives to 
inforce them. Even our Word, Goſpel is as 
much, as Good-ſpel (or Speech) from the 
matter of it. 

Gal. It is no wonder that you are fo 
ill caught, for Tour Teachers are Vulgar and 
Unſtudied Divines. 

Paul. Good words Friend, my Teachers 
have been the Firf Reformers, and their 
Succefſors, and ſurely they do not merit 
fuch a Leſſenivug CharaFer, as you give 
them. And I have known the time, 
when you had other thoughts of them, 
you and T have been diligent readers of 
many of their An” and were wont 

| 2 co 
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to corapare Notes with great Satisfaction. 
. And we have been frequent hearcrs of 
ſome of them, as Arch-Biſhop Uſer, 
Biſhop Reynolds, Dr. Goodwin, Dr. Owen, 
Mr. Nye, &c. Mr. Vines, Mr. Anthony 
Burgeſs, Mr. Calamy, Mr. Jenkyns, Mr. 
Chriſtopher Fowler, Mr. Charnock, 8c. And 
we embraced their Do&rime (which they 
agreed in, though they diſtered in their 
Judgments about Church Diſciples and 
Government ) and what's the matter, that 
you have now forſaken it? I am well 
aflured, that heretofore, you, as well as 
I, would have ſtarted at the mention of 
Fuſtification by Works, and of a Firſ# and 
Second Fuſtification. And we ſhould have 
cried out, Popery, Popery with open 
mouth. 

Gal. I think our Latter Divines have 
Cleared the Doctrine of Juſtification. And 
though they uſe the Popiſh Terms, their 
Senſe is ditferent. 

Paul. I wiſh it may not appear, they 
have 444died it rather; and that you 
may not bs cheated wich Old Boors new 
vamped, and coloured, inftead of a New 
Patr. 

' Gal. You mean, (I ſuppoſe) that I 
ſhall have Popery impoſed upon me in a 


Diſguiſe. 
Paul. 
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Paul. T will reſerve my meaning to 
my ſelf, till I have heard what difference 
you will aflign between Their Doc{rine 
and the Popiſh, when I make enguiry of 
you about ir in the proceſs of our Dil- 
courſe. Yet I ſhall tell you, thac I often 
compare them to Englimmd and Scot- 
land, which are Several Kingdoms, bur 
near borderers. ( parted but by a linall 
River) And yet ſometimes, I check my 
felt for ſo favourable an Opinion of chems 
when I remember what Calvin lays, The 
Papifts ſeem to themſelves wery acute, when 
they atledge, that they atrriv;tte nothing to 
Works, but by the Medi:tion of the Grace of 
Chriſt, as if the carrour of the Galatians 
were any other, | wiz. then that by the 
Grace of Chriit they were Juſtiftted by 
Works; ] for they did not believe they did 
exther apoſtatize from Chriſt, or renounce vis 
Grace, Calvin i» Gal. F. 2. 

But to leave theſe Altercations, let us 
now proceed to a Diſcuſſion of che Point 
wherein we differ, which is, Whyuher our 
geod Works be the Condition of our Fuſt ifica- 
tion before God ? You hoid tne Affrrmative, 
we the Negative ; and I will be Opponent, 
you the Reſpondct 3 bur do you explain 
the terms of the Queſtion, that there be no 


wrangling about them. 
B 3 Gal. 
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Gal. By Good Works we mean, the 
Works of the Goſpel 5 and done by the help 
of Special Grace: By Tuſtification we in- 
tend, Acceptance of our Perſons, as 
Righteous, and Pradoning all our Sins ; 
before God, notes an Oppoſition to, be- 
fore Man: ( mentioned Luke 16 15.) By 
Condition we uuderſtand according to the 
Lawyers Definition, (it being a Law Term) 
that is called a Condition untill the perfor- 
mance whereof, the Donor of any thing 
is not actually obliged to the Donation. 
[ Navar. Enchyr. p. 482. | 

Paul. I conſent to vour Explications of 
the Terms of the Queſtion (except thar 
of the Subjef of it, Good Works.) 

And therefore I will firſt prove, That 
there are no Works of the Goſpel, and fo 
they cannot be the Condition of Juſtitica- 
tion; and next that, Works done by the 
help of ſpecial Grace, are not the Condition of 
our Fuſtification. 

x. I prove that There are no Goſpel Works, 
and this I ſhall chooſe co do out of Mr. 
Anchony Burgeſs's Vindicia Legis, becauſe 
his Le&ures were Preached and Printed 
at the defjre of the London Miniſters, An. 
1546. And Approved of as Fudicious and 
Elaborate ( as appears by their Teſtimony 
prefixed to ihe Book ) And they were 
| Perſons 


EF 3 
Perſons that underſtood Proteſtant Do- 
&rine. 1. As to Faith, he ſays, The na- 
ture of Fuſtifying Fauth, was is Adam, 
though there was not ſuch a particular Ov1ett, 
about which it might be exerciſed; for 3 
thing may be, for the nature of it, and yes 
aot have ſuch a Name, which it hath from 
a certain Objef which now is not 5 or from 
ſome Ejfefts, which it cannot now produce. So 
Adercy and Grace was in God fer the nature 
of it always, but as it bath @ reſpe&} to a 
miſerable Creature, that was not, till the 
Creature was made ſo, Plal. 139. 2. As 
to Repentance ( he ſays) the Goſpel (taken 
ftritly) is not a Dottrine of Repentance 
but comprebends no more, then the glad ti- 
dings of a Saviour. ibid. p. 252. 

Gal. But Divines call Faith and Repen- 
tance the Two Evangelical Commands. 

Paul, Mr. Burgej/je takes notice of this 
Objection, and Anſwers it, That then they 
uſe the Word more largely; for the Dutfrine 
of Chrift and the Apoſtles; but (in @ ftrif 
ſenſe) it's only a promiſe of Chriſt and his 
Benefits : And hence he adds, The Gojþes 
doth not terrifie and accuſe. Indeed there are 
woful Threatnings to him, that tejecteri 
Chrift ; yea, more ſevere, than to him, tos 
rejected Moles, but this ariſeth from the Law 
;ayned in Practical uſe with the Goſpel. 

B 4 (3.2%, 


— IS. 


x9 


9 ag. hPa, 
bee 


wy 


On 
2 eas. bi Sap 


CAS <a 35%, 
_— — png 


» 26 _ 
oe 


927 REC IGOEr tae, rn; 
and v P *. V = 
F SF 


CS 5 

Gal. Is not Chriſt called a Zaw-giver, 
Iſa. 33- 22? And ſurely then Faith and 
Repentance mult be his Laws ? 

Paul. t, We deny him not to be ſuch. 
And his inſtitution of the Sacraments, 
Miniſtry, &c. are ſufficent ground for 
ſuch Denomination. 

2. As to the Inſtances you give, Chri/7 
Anfwers his Titlz, not by Ena&:mg thoſe 
Laws, but by Interpreting the firſt Com- 
mandment of the Moral Law, as con- 
taining them in it ; ( Interpreting or De- 
claring Law. (where there's any doubt of 
the Meaning) being an A& of the Le- 
giſlatrve Power.) Hence Chriſ# is ſaid to 
come tO Fulfil the Law, Matth. 5. 17. 
where the Principal thing intended, is 
an Explication of it, as of larger extent, 
and more Spiritual, than the Phariſees 
imagined | ſee wer. 21. 22,27, 28. ] and 
notable to this purpoſe is Chriſt's Explz- 
cation of the ſutra of the Second Table, 
Lowe to our Neighbour, as including Afercy 
to him, at. 20. 27, 37. which Man in 
innocency was not under an A#ual Ob- 
ligaticn to, for want of an Object, ( vis. ) 
AMifery which is your Great Pretence for 
making Faith and Repentance New Geſpel 
Lews (and which when you out with it, 
I ſhall Reply to.) 

Ga!. 
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Gal. Faith is called A Law, Romans 
. 27. 

: Paul, But not a New Law, or Goſpel 
Precept. 

Gal. Believing is called God's ork, Joh. 
6. 29. and his Command, i Joh. 3. 23. 

Paul. I Anſwer, That Believing is a 
Commandment indeed (ana lo a Work) 
but whether it belongs to the Law or 
Goſpel 15 not there determined. 

Gal. It is there determined by menti- 
oning a New Objec/, Gid's Son, Jeſus 
Chriſt. 

Pau!. That's not a ſufficient Reaſon, 
you may as well ſay, That a New Vi{ble 
Obje&, requires a New fipht 5 or | (which 
is more appoſite) that a New Prophet 
required a New Law to Oblige Perſons 
to believe him; whereas there was no 
more requiſice to that end, than ſuflici- 
ent Evidence that tie was a Prophet. 

Gal. But in the Innocent State, Man 
needed not a Saviour, nor did the Law 
admit one. And how then that Law 
oblige to believe in one, I cannot 
G6. 
Paul. Nor Gdo I fay, that Man was 

nally obliged to believe in a Sawtoar, 
till he needed him. But that the ſame 
Law that Obliged Adam and hisPoſterity 
© 
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to believe in God, obliged them to be- 
lievs in Chriſt when he was revealed. 
As tor the Law's not admitting of @ Savi- 
our, if you underſtand by that Term 
Law, the Covenant of Works we grant, 
that did not admic of a Saviour: | But 
if you intend the Law preciſely as a 
Rule of Faith, ic admitted him to be 
the Obje&t of Faith (as being the Great 
God, as well as our Savionr (as he is call- 
2d, Tit.'2. 13.) 

Gal. But che Low 7s no of Faith, Gal. 

IS. 

” Paul, Teus, but it 15 not ſaid, that 
Faith is not of the Law, | 1.&. a Duty to 
which the 7.:zw Natural or Moral binds 
us, upon the CD of a New Ob- 
ject God the Redeemer. } Yet (not to 
impci2 upon you) I muſt confeſs that 
Faith, is no moie of the Law, than the 
Law of Faith in the ſenſe of the Text, 
which is, that they are contrary to each 
other, in 000 & of the way of Juſtifica- 
ton (7%. by our Own Righteouſneſs , 
and i the Righteoulneſs of another (Viz, 
Chrilt.) 

Gai. | will now beat you with your 
own Weapon; for it it be ſo, then the 
Faith that depends upon another's Righ- 
:couſnels, cannot be commanded OO 

ame 
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ſame Law, that required dependance up- 
on our own Righteouſneſs. 

Paul. I will wring it out of your 
hands, and beat you with it. There is 
no more Abſurdity in this being a Du- 
ty of the Law, becauſe of the Contrarie:y 
you alledge between the Obje&s of it in 
the Innoceat and Nocent State of Man, than 
that Black and White being contrary Co- 
lours, ſhould yet be the Objet# ci the 
fame Senſe (Viz.) fight; or that at 
and Cold being contrary Qualities {hould 
be the Object of the ſame Senſe of Feel- 
ing: or (to give an inſtance in Duties } 
that the ſame Natural Law (7V:z. ) Thcu 
Pralt Love thy Neighbour as thy ſelf 3 that 
obliged Adam before his Fall, to love his 
Wife, when ſhe was his Friend, ſhould 
not oblige him, after his fall, to loves 
her when ſhe was become his Ezcmy, by 
betraying him to his Ruine. 

Gal. It cannot ſink into. my head, 
that Repentance ſhould be a GCuty of the 


Law, becauſe the Law Gid not admit of 


Repentance. 


Paul, If you mean, as a Condirian of 


Life I grant it; But it you mean, as 
a Duty, | deny it; and I will give you 
a Reaſon ſrom 1 Fobn 3. 8. which plain- 
iy imports, that the Devil was obliged 
to 
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to repent, how elſe could impenitent 
{jinncrs be ſaid to be of the Devil, becauſe 
they kept on in a courſe of ſin (as he 
does) and fure the Devils obligation did 
not arile from the New Goſpe! Law, but 
from the Old Natural Law, fo far as it 
was common to Mzn and Angels. 

Gal. I never heard this Argument beiore, 
nor indeed can I anſwer it. But I believe 
our Divincs Can. 

Paxl. Conſult them, and when we 
meet again, let me know their An- 
{wer. 

Gal. Repentance was not conſiſtent with 
a Sinleſs State, and how then could Man 
be under a Law to it. 

Paul. The main Ingredients of Repen- 
t:xce were Confiltent with that State, as 
a Purpoſe of heart againit Sin, and to 
continue in obedience and Hatred of lin, 
and a du? ſence of Sin, (viz. ) of it in 
its own Natare ( as a tranſgrefiion of the 
F.zw of God) and in its Efe&s (Death 
being threatned to Sinners, Gen. 2. 17.) 
and an Apprehenſion of the goodneſs of Ged, 
in preſent injoyments and future hopes, 
( for which latter, the Tree of Life, Gen. 
3. 22, gave ground ſufficient ) and why 
Sorrow for ſim committed, and a purpoſe and 
enicavour of New Obedience from an Ap- 
prehenſion 
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prehenſion of the Mercy of God in Chrift 
ſhould require a new Law, to oblige ro 
them, I cannot underſtand. The Obter- 
vation of the Firſ# day of the Week in 
the times of the Goſpel, hath no New 
Precept, becauſe the Fourth Command ob- 
liges us, without one: The morality of 
the fourth Command lies not in keeping 
the Seventh Jay in order, but one day mn 
Seven, and which of the Scven appears 
from Chriſt reſting irom the Work of 
Redemption ( a greater Work than that 
of Creation ) and advancing it by that 
reſt, above all other days) and why 
then is thgre any need of a New Law 
to | oblige us to Repentance, becauſe of 
New Ohbjeds of thoſe Duties, and New 
Arguments to inforce them 2? 

Gal. I am a little ſtaggerd at your Ar- 
gUmentation. 

Paul. 1 wiſh you may be bronghe off 
by ic to embrace the O!7d Truth; in or- 
der whereunto, I would hav you con- 
fider ; that if your Arguments are cf airy 
weight to prove Futh ahd Repentanct, 
New [1s of the Gſpec!, then they may 
he extencied co our Love to God as Re- 
deemer, to Prayer to, and Mcditatien on 
him, as /uch, to Love the Saints as Be- 
levers of, and Penitents, and love to 
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our Enemies, Mercy to the Miſerable, 
Patience under Afﬀidtions; Hope and 
Joy in th proſpe&t of a good TFilue of 
chem, &c. For Innocent Man was' not 
under an Aﬀual Obligation to thoſe Du- 
ties, as being Inconſiſtent with hs State. 

Gal. Thougi I do net remember that 
our Divines do apply the fam: Argu- 
ments to theſe Duties, that they do to 
Faith and Repentance, yet I cannot deny, 
but they are applicable. Bue what will 
you inter from my grant? | 

Paul. Stay a little for my Anſwer. Is 
Faith and Repentance, and thoſe other 
Duties now mentioned the utmoſt bounds 
of your New Goſpel Law ? 

Gal. I cannot ſay fo. We make Love 
and its Works the condition of Fuſtification 
and ſo Branches of the New Goſpel Law. 

Pay]. Now I will Anſwer your Queſti- 
on. TI infer from your Fir Grant, that 
the New Law hath incroached upon the 
074, as the Sea does ſometimes upon the 
F.and. The Old (z.e. the Nataral or 
Avral Law ) did once oblige to love 
God, pray to, and meditate on him, as 
a Crea:or and Friend; but now God is 
become a Redcemer, a Reconcifd Foe; the 

id Law is Vacated, as to thoſe duties 
to lim under thoſe New Relations men- 
tioned 
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:ioned ( wherein he now ſtands) which 
methinks is as abſurd, as if that Law 
which obliges me to love my Fried, 
whilſt a Smple Man, ſhould ceaſe its 
Obligation when he is Married. Apain, 
From your Second Conceſſion T infer, That 
your New Law hath {crved the Old, as 
Aaron's Rod did the Magicians Rods, ſral- 
lov them all up, Ex09. 7. 12. And where- 
2s the Socinians make Chrilt to add forac 
New Precepts to the O!7 Law; ye Gal1ti- 
ans make him to toke away all the Pre- 
cepts from the Od, to Conititute his 
Own New Law. This 1s worſe then Rob- 
bing Peter, to pay Paul; (as our Proverb 
hath it ) this is Robbing God to pay 
Chriſt : a Robbery which Chriſt difclaims, 
Aatith. 5. 17. and our Patron Pa}, Rom. 
3. laſt, | 

Gal. But we acknowiedge the Old T.aw 
in force, 25a Rate of Duty. 

Paul. \ ery genie: "* hough : do not 
ſee how the {ame Precepts ſhould belong 
tro the Ol and New Law at che ſame 
time. ( For by calling th2 Goſpel Law, 
a New Law, ye make the hrit O/Z Now 
that which decayerh and waxeth Old, is 
ready ro Vaniſh awsy, to borrow the ex- 
preijion uted of the O!d and New Tef#2- 
wont Diſpeniations, He. 8. Jait.) But 
thar 
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that which I concluce with, upon your 
acknowledgment, is, that if befides the 
proper Precepts of the New Law ; thoſe 
of the Od Law are adoptcd into your New 
Law, as a Condition of Jultification ; then 
the Covenant of Grace 4s properly and ſtric!- 
ly a Covenant of Works, and cven of lVorks 
er Deeds of the Law, which the Apoltles 
denies, Row. 3. 28. and you your felt a 
while ſince. And this will be yet more 
evident, it your New Law hath its Threat- 
mngs. 

Gal. I cannot yet conceive, but that 
the Goſpel hath Threatumgs, for the Dam- 


ations of Unbelievers, as well as the |. 


Salvation of Believers, 1s called the Goſpel, 
( which the Apoſtles were to Preach ) 
Atark 16. 15, 16, 

Paul. Damnation is part of the DoFrine 
Preached by the Apoſtles. But that it is 


not part of the Goſpe], may be gathered | 


irom Rom. 6. laſt, The wages of Sin 75 
Death; but the gift of God is Eternal Life, 
through Teſus Chri(ft our Lord, Which Op- 
poſition lounds tw this ſenſe, that the 
Threats of the Law aflign deſerved Dam- 
n3tion, the Promiſe of the Goſpel undeler- 
ved Salvarion. 

Gal. But the Goſpe} hath its Threats 
only ag2inft Final Unvelicf, and Final Im- 
penitency. Paul. 
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Paul. Surely then it is very Partial ; for 
every at of Unbelief and Impenitency 
is a fin, and ſo deſerves L'amnation : 
And why then ſhould thoſe Ads eſcape 
ts threats; and it the Goſpel does not 
threaten them, then the Law muſt, For 
the wages of Sin (a lingle Sin not con» 
tinued in) 25 Death; ( as you heard 
but now ) and then it will follow, that 
Unbelief and Impenitency are Sins againſt 
the Law; becauſe ic cannot threaten 
what is not a Tranſgreflion of it. And 
ſo the conſequence of your Aſertion will 
prove its irreparable ruine. 

Again, I argue thus; Ifthe Goſoe] hath 
no Threats againſt Defe&#s in Faith and 
Repentance, then ſuch Defed&ts are no 
Tranſgrefiion of this New Law. - ( For if 
they were, it would threaten chem, as 
well as final Unbelief, and final Impeniten- 
c3-) Andif fo, then it will follow either 
that you are not to Pray for the Pardon 
of them, or Power againſt them: Or 
it you do, (and think you are bound 
to do it) you mult acknowledg, they 
are breaches of the Od Law, the Moral 
Faw, which as the rule of Practice re- 
quires the perfe&tion of every At it in- 
JOY Ns. 
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Gal. Chriſt proceeds in executing his 
Kingly Office in his Church according 
ro the Threatnings ef the Goſpd, and ſure- 
ly Men are not turned over to the Law 
= Puniſhment for Sins againſt the Go- 

el. 

: Paul. The Goſpel cannot threaten 
greater Evils for Kind, than the Law 
doth ; and therefore I may fay of the 
Golpel, compared with the Law in its 
Threatnings, as Selomon, of any other 
Man compared with himſelf; hat can 
the Man do that cometh after the King 3 
even that which hath been already done, 
Eccleſ. 2. 12. And theretore though 
Chriſt be King of che Church, he can- 
not puniſh, but according to the threats 
of the Law. As for Sins againſt the 
Goſpel, we know no ſuch Sins. (as hath 
b:en ſaid) And I add, that ſo extenſive 
15 the firſt Command cf the Moral Law, 
that Truſting in the Lord Fehowab (that 
is Chri/#,) Iſa. 26.4. is a branch of the 
duties required in it, and Goſpel! Unbelief 
(which is ſtiled 4 departure from the 
Living God, Heb. 3. 12. ( a Title agree- 
ing to Chriſt ) is a Sin forbidden by that 
command ; and the acknowl:dging God 
to be Our God, Deur. 26. 17. and the not 
avouching him for Our God, Plal. 8x, 11. 

is 
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is comprehended under the Affirmative 
and Negative of that Commad. (lee 4ſ- 
ſembly Catechiſm ) Again, Inventors of evil 
things are Sinners againſt the Moral 
Law, Rom. 1. 30. ( for that was the Law 
which the Roman Gentiles were under ) 
And if unnatural Luſts ( partly intended 
in that Phraſe ) chough not mentioned 
in the Seventh Commandment were in- 
cluded under it; I cannot ſee why the 
Rejefion of Grace offered to Sinners ( an 
evil thing invented by Cain, Heb. 11. 4.) 
as well as the RejeFion of Grace offered 
to Innocent Man ; the lighting of the Re- 
covery of Gods favour to the one, as well 
as of the Continuance of it to the other, 
ſhould not be included in the Fir/# Com- 
mandment. 

Gal. But Sins againſt the Goſpel are 
threatned with greater Puniſhment than 
Sins againſt the Law, Mat. 11.22. 24. 

Paul. Your Argument ſuppoles that 
the ſame Law cannot make a difference, 
as to degrees of Puniſhment, for greater 
or leſſer breaches of it, the miſtake 
whereof will appear by Adams laying 
the blame of his own fin it eating the 
forbidden Fruit, upon his 7//e, and up- 
on God, (as he does obliquely, Gen. 3. 12.) 
which were breaches of che ſame Natural 
2 Law 
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Law, yet the Latter was greater than 
the Former, becauſe God #5 greater than 
Mears, Job 33. 12. And fo it was puniſh- 
able with more ſeverity. And therefore 
(by a parity of Reaſon) though the 
RejefFion of God's Offer of Reconciliation to 
Fallen Man, who had given the Offence, 
be a greater ſin, than che Reje&on of his 
offer of continuing F;edſhip wich Inmo- 
cent Man ( abiding ſuch) yet they may 
be Sins againſt the fajns Law, and by it, 
one puniſhed with greater Puniſhment 
than the other, and ſo there's no need 
of a Goſpel Law to aflign greater Puniſh- 
ments to Goſpel Sins, ( as you imagine ) 
for if the Natural Law given to Adam 
did not, yet (at leaſt) the Adoral Law 
given to his Poſterity on Mount Sima: 
may ſuffice for that end. 

Gal. Bue why do you diſtinguiſh be- 
tween thoſe Laws? I thought they had 
been but the ſame Law, in your Judg- 
ment. 

Paul. Yes, ſo they are for ſubſtance, 
bat yer there is this difference; that the 
Former did but Implicitely injoyn that 
Faith and Repentance which ye account 
the ſpecial and proper Goſpel Laws: But 
the Latter Law does Explicitely injoyn 
chem, as being ſuitable 79, And fo the 
Preſens 
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Preſent Duties of the Lapſed State, (as I 
proved even now) the Goſpel (as oppo- 
ſed to either of thoſe Laws (as I have 
diſtinguiſhed them) does but reveal a 
New Obje& of thole duties, a Kedecrmer 
the Object of Faith, and Sin Committed, 
the Object of Repentance. 

Gal. I do not remember that I have 
heard divers of the things you alledge in 
this point. 

Paul. Bnt they are either thoſe which 
E have had from the eminent Divines a- 
bove mentioned, (which ſtick like Pztch 
to my memory,) or they are cafie and 
natural Deductions in my opinion, from 
their Docrine. But before we go off 
this Point, I ſhall acquaint you with the 
late Riſe, or Revival rather &f this con- 
troverſie, and thence with the Danger in 
a miſtake about ir. (not yet mentioned, 
The Riſe was from Arminius, who pre- 
tended that Adarz had not Power of be- 
lieving in Chriſt, and that therefore we 
cauld not loſe in Adam what he had 
not. 

Ga!. But what Arguments did he urge 
for the proof of his Aſlertion? 

Paul. That Adam in innocency had 
no need of believing in Chriſt. That 
Faith was not commanded by the Law, 
C 3 _ and 
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and therefore Adam was not bound to 
believe ; for the Law only was given to 
him, and that none could believe but a 
Sinner. 

Gal. Theſe are our very Arguments. I 
could not have thought that our [#aelites 
had been forced to go down to the Phi- 
liſtines to ſharpen their Weapons. Burt are 
you {ure of this you affirm ? 

Paul. I read it in the Learned Peter du 
Monlin's Anatomy of Arminianiſm, C. 11. 
and I have read the ſame Arguments in 
Mer. Anthony Burgeſſe ( before cited ) and 
heard them cited as Arminian Arguments 
by divers of our Pauline Divines; and if 
you doubt my veracity, you. may read 
the Authors I name, and enquire of your 
own Divines. 

Gal. Bnt what did Arminius infer from 
his Poſitions which you cite 2 

Paul. "That God is bound to give all Men 
power to believe on Chriſt, &c. And this 
Moulin ca\ls an Impious Opinion; and ſays, 
that ſeeing he intends the denial of 
Adams power to believe, &c. For the 
eſtabliſhment of it ; therefore chis Queſti- 
on is not of ſmall moment, nor to be 
perfun&torily handled. 
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Gal. But pray what's the Danzer in our 
miſtake about the Goſpe!'s being a New 
Law? - | 

Paul. That ye may daſh upon Armi- 
nixs's Rock, make the ſame wretched in- 
terence that you heard but now from 
ic : But enough of this Queſtion. The 
next thing that I am to oppoſe is that 
Works done by Grace, are the Condition of 
our Fultification. 

Argument. 1. No Works are the con- 
dition of our-Juſtification, therefore not 
Works done by Grace. The Antecedent 
15 evident, for the Apoſtle excludes from 
Juſtification Yorks, without any Epithite, 
Rom. 4. 2,6. and Deeds | or Works ] of 
the Law, Chap 3. 20, 27. 

Gal. But that latter Phraſe limits the 
former to that kind of Works. 

Paul, It hath been proved, that all 
Works are Works of the Law (and there- 
fore I wave any farther Diſcourſe about 
Goſpel Works, ( as your Phrale is) only I 
ſhall ſuggeſt ; that if the Apoile had un- 
derſtood and intended ſuch a difference 
of Works in relation to Juſtification, an 
Hint of that would ſoon haye put an end 
to ths controverlie. | 


C 4 Gal. 
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Gal. He hath Hinted it wheh he calls 
Faith a Law, and oppoſes it to the Law 
of Works, Rom. 3. 27. And our Lord 
himſelt, when he calls Be/:ewing the Work 
of God, John. 6. 29. 

Paul. Calums Anſwer to the firſt Scrip- 
zure is ſufficient, That the name of a Law 
#s impropely given to Faith which yet dces 
mot darken the Apoſtles meaning, which is 
as i” he had ſaid, the Righteouſneſs of Works 
& commended in the Law ; but Faith hath 
its own Law, which admits of no Righteouſ- 
neſs in Works of any ſort whatſoever. And 
Beza, on the place (as | have heard him 
quoted) ſays, The Apoſtle ſerms for the 
once to amitate the Fews Phraſe, who were 
Adwver[aries of Grace, and bad always the 
Name of the Law in their Mouths ; as to 
the other Scripture Hutcheſon's Anſwer 
[ in his Expoſition on Fobz's Goſpel ] is 
very full. Chrifts caling Faith a Work 
doth not impor that Faich as a Work doth 
juſftifie ( for it is only the hand to receive 
Chriſt who 25 our Righteouſneſs.) But he 
gives it this Name, ſpeakis m thcir terms 
who doted on Works. And even Camero 
( who 15 cryed up by your party ) atter 
his Explication of Fohy: 6. 29. to the ſame 
fenſe with Beza and Hrtcheſon, adds ; 
The Scripture always oppoſeth Faito to Works 
:n 
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i the buſineſs of Fuſtificatiozy. For Faito 
gives nothing to God, but only nm 
but Works are, ( &s t ware) Sacrlfices of 
Thankſgiving , which we offer to God , for 
Faith is the Organ ( or Inſtrument ) and as 
it were the Souls hand whireby we recerue 
Go1s Benefits, Fraclet in Aatth. 16. 17. 
and 9.48. and hence 1 argue, That if 
Faita and Works are ſtill oppoſed to each 
otaer in the buſineſs of Juilification then 
Faith, 11 oppoſed to ut ſelf, as @a Work | or 
a&t of Obedience to the command of 
B:lieving ] conceive it thus, we may ſay 
of a Beggar, and of an Handycrafts Man, 
they have nothing but what they get by 
their Hands. But in adifferenct fenle, the 
tormer, as he recezves what is given him :; 
the other as he earns by his Work, his 

Bread before he ears it. Otherwile the 
Apoſtles Oppoſirion of Fairb and Works 
would be as IWogical, as this 5 we live by 
Bread, not by Food ; (which latter in- 
cludes the former ) Bread being one kind 
of Food. | 

Gal. But Love is a condition of Par- 
don, (a branch of Juſtification) as ap- 
pears by, Luk. 7. 47. 

Paul. All that can be concluded from 
that Scripture, 15, that much Love, is an 
Efe#t, (and fo a Sign, ) not a Cauſe or 
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Condition of forgiving many Sins, ſee wer. 
42. 4 and this I ſhall prove from the 
Learned Pick (whom one of your party 
flurts at, but confutes not his interprecati- 
on) I would alter one word in our Tranſlation, 
BECAUSE into THEREFORE, the ſenſe 
requires this Conſtruction ; becauſe the whole 
fſeope of the Parable is to ſhew, that he loves 
enoſt to whom moſt is forgiven, and not 
contrarily, that moſ# is forgiven to him that 
loves moſt, &c. The conjunttion in admits 
it 3 for albeit not in the pure Greek Idiom, 
yet in the Helleneſtick uſe of it, it ſo ſigni- 
fies, Co | Trial of ſmcere Love to Chriſt, 
SEr. 0 Eph. 6. 24. p. 12.13. | And Cal- 
vin, and other Proteſtant Divines gave 
the ſame Interpretation before Pink. And 
] am told, that the Learned Mede and 
Hammond, { who were great Criticks ) 
do give Inſtances in Scripture, where the 
Greek word is taken for therefore ( and 
are quoted by Mr. Pools Latin Synopfis, on 
Luk. 7.47.) 

Gal. Our Saviour after all theſe ex- 
preſlions of Love from the Penitent Wo- 
man, tells her, that her ſins are forgiven 
ber, [ wer. 48. ] | 

Paul. Mr. Pink makes the Objeion 
in theſe Words, and Anſwers; Thu was 
but that Sentence of Abſolution for her grea- 
fer 
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ter eomfort and aſſurance outwardly pronoun- 
ced, of which no doubt but ſhe had before 
ſome gracious inklings within, and the wer- 
tue whereof ſhe had already taſted, though 
mot in that comfortable meaſure, or di- 
ftintt manner as ſhe deſired, [ Pink, Ibid. 
P, 13: T4. | 2 

Gal. I acknowledge this Scripture, is 
as inſignificant to our cauſe, as a Cypher 
without a Figure in Numeration., But 
we can inſtance in an other Grace which 
is ſo expreſly made a condition of for- 
giveneſs, as that you cannot elude it, (viz.) 
Repentance, Adts F. 31. 

Paul. I Anſwer, 1. That if Faith as a 
Work, be excluded from being a Condi- 
tion of Juſtification (as I proved before) 
then Repextance which cannot be confi- 
dered otherwiſe than as a Werk, cannot 
be admitted. 2. ( which 1s a confirma- 
tion of the firſt Anſwer ) by Faith we 
receive forgiveneſs of Sins, Ads 26. 18, 
by Repentance we Iork for it, (whereas 
God does Frankly forgive Sinners, Luk. 

. 42.) 
; Gal. The Words by Faith are joyned 
to SanFifed in the Text, not to re- 
ceive, ” | 
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Paul. But. 1. Calvin refers thoſe words 
to the other clauſes foregoing, and makes 
the ſen: © h- that By Faich we poſſeſs all 
the good things vera in v2 v1; and 
Bezz puts a Comin itt: yauctjied ; and 
affirms that He fouud i: ſo im Old Greek 
Copies of the New Teſtament (45 I have heen 
told by our Divines) 2. [tl granr you che 
benefit of our Tranſlation what 9 ge. by it, 
you may put in your eyes, and fee never the 
worſe, tor then Repentance (being a branch 
of Sanctification) mult be after Fuſt:ifica- 
tion (and lo not before it) and ſo not a 
cond:tion of 1t ) It beirvg a received Rule 
in Divinity, that Fu/*:fication 1s in order 
of nature before Sandtification, as this is op- 
pol:d to Repeneration 5 this latter cerm 
noting thoſe gracious Habits which are 
infuſed together 3 that former, the A4&s of 
the Habics, which | Adts ] are drawn 
out by Faith's laying hold on Chritt as a 
Sandifer : And this 1s intimated, Lake 
17. 5. where Diſciples beg not an increaſe 
of their Love, but of their Faith, that chey 
might forgive their offending Brother. 

Gal. The mention of Forgiving an of- 
ending Brother,puts me in mind of a Dury 
which is made a Condition of Gods for- 
givenels, Mat. 6. 14. 
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Paul. Elfe where God”s forgiveneſs of us 
is made a Motive to our forgiveneſs of 
others, Eph. 4. laſt, which ſuppoſes a 
Precedency of Gods Att co ours, and alſo 
of our Apprebenſion of it, And therefore 
our forgiveneſs cannot (ftridtly ſpeaking} 
be a Condition of God's. 

Gal. Why then does Chrift ufe that 
form of Words which ſeems to import, 
that *cis a Cenditicn of it ? 

Pat. Becauſe our forgiveneſs is an Þn- 


ſeparable effett and Indubitable fiew of that 


faith by which we obrain Gods forgsveneft, 
and ſo we ſay that tlie Promile is not 
made to the Efec# produced, but to the 
Cauſe producing it ; not to Our forgiveneſs 
of others, but to the F1:th it lelf (as a 
good Tite bringing forth that good truit) 
and the ſame Anſwer we give to thoſe 
paſlages of Scripture, which feem to 
make Reperturice « ©ondicion of forgive- 
neſs; which I may iliuſtrate by Mark 
7. 29. Compai'd with att. 15. 28. It 
was not the Womans Saying, that ob- 
tained her Childs cure, but the Fairh 
whereot chat Saying was a Sin and 
Effect. 

Gal. Your Diftin4ion between Faith 
and zts effefs with reſpect to Juliiticatt- 
on is groundlels. We lay that Faizh may 
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called the only condition of the New Co- 
venant, becauſe all the reſt are reducible 
to it, either as being Pre/uppoſed as necel(- 
ſary Antecedents or means; or contained 
in it, as its parts, or properties, or mo- 
difications, or elſe Implied, as its imme- 
diate produd, &c. 

Pau!. Though the laſt, the produ# | or 
effe& ] of Faith be to our preſent pur- 
poſe, yet I would ask you for an inſtance 
of Antecedents to Faith. | 

Gal. Repentance from dead works, 
Godly forrow, &c. 

Pasl. I ſee one may live and learn. 
T had thought they had been Efe#s, and 
ſo Conſequents of Faith. I have learned, 
that without Faith "tis impoſſible to pleaſe 
God, Heb. 11. 6. But if your Notion 
be right, I muſt unlearn ir again. For 
ſure, he that hath fulfilled a condition of the 
Covenant of Grace pleaſes God. 

Gal. No ſuch matter, we ſay, there 
muſt be a concurrence of all Duties to 
make up the conditions, which have a 
promiſe of Life. 

Paul. I ſuppoſe by Life, you mean (at 
leaft in part) #uſtification of Life, Rom. 
5. 18. ( or elſe you ſpeak not to the 
Queſtion in hand) and if ſo, then even 
with Faith it is impoſſible to pleaſe God ; 

| becauſe 
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becauſe, that is but one Condition more ; 
or in other words we are not juſtified 
by Faith alone, but by Works too. But pray 
what are the things Contaimed in Faith, 
as a part. 

Gal. Love of Chriſt above all. 

Paul. We Judge that Grace tobe an Efe& 
of Faith by warrant from Gal. 5. 6. Faith 
worketh by Lowe. The Apoſtle makes Lowe 
( as it were) Faiths Inſtrument, by which at 
works, and who knows not the Inſtrument bath 
its Force, Motion and Action, not from it ſelf; 
but frem the Workman. | SO Luther ap- 
poſitely on the place ] Faith blows the 
fire of Love, and then uſes it as occafion 
ſerves. I have asked you theſe Queſti- 
ons, that by convincing you of your 
miſtakes in your Anſwers, you may ſuf- 
pett the reft of your Notions. I have bue 
one Queſtion more: What are the Pro- 
ducts of Faith 2? 

Gal. Sincere Obedience and Works of 
Love. 

Paul. How theſe, which are after Juſti- 
fication, not only in order of Nature, 
but in Time ſhould be a Condition of Fuſti 
fication, is hard to conceive. | 

Gal. I wonder at your dulneſs, we di- 
ſtinguiſh between a firſt and Second Fuſts- 


fication, the firſt whereol, is upon meer 


Faith, 
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Faith, the latter is upon Sincere Obedience 
and Perſeverance. 

Paul. If I bz dull, T think you are not 
very ſharp, (if I may judge by your Dz. 
ftin&wn) for I cannot find either News? 
or Thing of a Second Fuſt ification ini c5111- 
fare: But I have jonnd a place that 4:- 
fles it, Rom. 1.17. Therein | viz, in it: 
Goſpel, wv. 16.] the Righteoujneſi of Ge, 
[by which a Sinner is made Righteous 
to Juſtification, fo called in oppoſition to 
Hans righteouſneſs, whereot he 1s the Sub- 
fe or Agent, Rom. 10. 3. and becauſs 
inherent in and performed by him who is 
Ged (wviz,) Chriſt, 1 Cor. 10. 30. ] is Re- 
vealed | in oppoſition to Natural Know- 
ledge, (there being no Natural Chriſtianity, 
though there be a Natura! 1heolegy | which 
term includes an exFibitioa of it ( as 
Gal. 3. 23.) whence t62 Geffc? 15 called, 
A Miniſtration of Right2onſneſl, 2 Cor, 
3. 9.] From Faith io #::th [there ſeems to 
be a word wanting to make up the ſens 
(viz) To be | as Fam. 2.5. To be rich :n 
Faith (for Faith is not the cauſe but et- 
fet and end of Ele&tion ] and the mean- 
ing is, to thew what Fuſtifying Righteov!- 
neſs he calls Gods, and is revealed in the 
Goſpel ( wiz.) that Righteouſneſs | not 
which is b-gun by Faith, and carried on 
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by Yorks, but) which Juſtifies us firſt 
and lait only by Faith ; as for the Phraſe 
from Faith to Faith |*cis paralel to, from 
Glory to Glory, 2 Cor. 3.1latt ] and *cis in- 
rended to note, that the growth of Faith 
for Juſtification, will take riſe from the 
more diſtin& apprehenſion of the need 
of Gods Righteouineſs only, for that end ] 
For the juſt ſhall live by Faith, | cited our 
of Habb.2.4.| which words prove ouc 
of the Old Teftawent, the Doctrine of 
Juſtification by Faich, aflerted in the 
New. And both the Hebrew and the 
Greek are ambiguous, and may be ren- 
dred, either The 7uſt by Faith ſhall lire, 
or (as our verfion)} The Fuſt ſhall live by 
Faith, If we take the former Verſion, then 
the conſequence is evident, he that is 
juſt by Faith, is not Fauſt | and fo nor 
lives | by Works, It the latter, he that 
lives by Faith muſt needs be ſuppoſed 
Foft by ic firft ; becauſe the ſame Righ- 
reouſneſs received by Faith, gives right to 
Juſtification and Salvation. I have been 
the longer upon this, becauſe your Errour 
herein is very Groſs. 

Gal. *Tis well you call 7/bore firſt; for 
if you had not been zoo quick for me, I 
ſhould have told you, that your opinion, 
thac juſtifying Faith, as juſtifying, doth 
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conſiſt in any one ſingle A, 1s 2 wretched 
miſtake. 

Paul. But T am well aſſured, that it is 
an happy Truth: And this I will evince. 

1. From your own Conceſſion but now, 
that the Firſ# Juſtification is upon meer 
Faith, which is a fingie Ad& (viz.) an 
Acceptance of Chriſ# as our Righteouſneſs 
to Juſtification. As for the Second Juſtifi- 
cation, TI am content it ſhould be left to 
the wide World to ſhite for it ſelf. 

Gal. You miſtake our term er Faith, 
we underſtand it, of Faiths immediate 
receiving Chrift as King and Prophet, (and 
in ſo doing to juſlifie,) as well as the te- 
ceiving him as Priefe. 

Paul. This Anſwer may well have the 
name Legion ; I willnot ſay, for the many 
Devils bur Errours, that it contains for. 

1. Suppoſe we grant your notion of 
Tuſt ifying Faith, as ſuch 5 that it hath 
Cbriſe in all bz Offices for its Objeff, How 
can faith Immediately receive Chriſt as 
King and Prophet ? when as the receiving 
of b1m as Prizff, muſt needs precede the 
receiving of him as King and Prophet ; 
( it not in Tz, yet in order of Nature) 
and fo be the immediate AF of Faith as 
Fuſtifjing. Our common Catechiſm tells 


ns, that Faith receives Chriſt, as he 1s offer- 
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ed in the Goſpel, which particle as inti- 
mates that the Order of receiving him, is 
direfed by the Order of the Goſpels Offer. 
And ſurely Fuſtification is the Firſt benefit 
offered | ſee As 13.38, 39. Rom. 3. 21, 22. 
ch. 8. 34 ch. To. 10. ] or Chriſt as our 
Righteouſneſs for Juſtification is firſt ten- 
der'd [which is the ſame thing in other 
words. | 

Gal. But why may not that Particle 
As, refer to the entireneſs of the Objett 
of Faith, or Chriſt in all his Offices ? 

Paul. Yes, it may, and does: but yet 
we affirm (and ſhall prove preſently, ) 
that though Thriſt as Prophet and King, 
be the Obje&t of Fuſftifying Faith, yet 
he is mor of Faith, as TFuſtifying, and 
therefore the As muſt be underitood alſo 
( as was faid.) 

2, I Argue, If Faith as juſtifying does 
immediately receive Chrift as King and 
Prophet, then you muſt grant, thac Faith 
receives the Perſonal inherent Goſpel Righ- 
teouſneſs for the Second Fuſtification, betors 
it receives the imputed legal Righteouſneſs 
of Chriſt for your Firſt Fuſtification, (to 
uſe your own terms) and ſurely this is 
to ſet the Cart before the Horſe, and is 
as odd a thing as if a Lady upon the 
motion of a Match to a Forceign Prince, 
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ſhould change her natural allegiance, and 
become his Subjef, betore ſhe becomes 
his Wife. | 

23. If by Faith receiving Chriſt as 
Prophet and Prieſt, you mean a Purpoſe or 
Promiſe | or Covenant | to Sebjeff your 
ſelves ro him in thoſe Offices, then our 
firſt Juſtification is by works of our own, as 
well as the ſecond, and you ſhould pur in 
Werks, and blot out Faith, Rom. F. 1. 
(and where ever elſe you find Juſtificati- 
on aſcribed to Faith) and it that be 
Pauls ſenſe, you may warrant your Al- 
teration betrer than Luther could his Ad- 
dition of the word alone to Faith, Rom. 
3. 28. in his verſion of the New Teſta- 
ment into his Native Language. 

Gal. TI think you take our Divines 
meaning r:24t. for they do ſay that Sub- 
je&ion, Cordial-covenanting, Self-reſign- 
ing. az te very proper eſſential formal Afts 
of F.4h | as Tuſtifymg. | 

Pal, And I think that your Divines 
take the Apoſtles meaning wrovg. 1. For 
that uf :ifying Faith, as Fuſtifyme, lies in 
an Acceptance of Chriſt as a Prieſt only, is 
evident, becauſe in the Execution of that 


- Office only he performed that Righte- 


ouſnels, by which, imputed to us, we are 
Juſtified. Chriſts Sufferings were under- 
gone 


(37) 
gone as a Prieſt and his AfFive Obedience 
muſt be referred to this Office 1no; as ap- 
pears, by the Typical Prieſts, who w&rs to 
be legally Righteous, and their Sacrifice 
without blemiſh ( which the Apoſtle al- 
ludes to Heb. 27. 26. 1 Pet. 1. 19.) 
2. Hence, 7 ifying Faith (lo called, nor 
from its only, but 77mediate effett) does 
accept of Chriſt as Propher and King, not 
for Fuſtification, bur Sant ification ( vis. ) 
Submifiton to his I-ftruction and Gowern- 
ment. And that Submiſſion or Subjettion to 
him in thoſe Offices, which you called 
but now, the A4#, is indeed the Effect of 
Faith ; and in order of Nature afrer the 
acceptance of Chriit as Pricjt tor Juſtifi- 
cation. Hence Furifying the Heart is 
aſcribed to Faich, Acts 15.9. Not that 
Faith does purifie us, as a Grace er Quality 
infuſed into our Souls : but becauſe it receives 
purity offered in Chrij#, as Calvin well ob- 
ſerves on that place. And 1o I judge, 
tis evident enough, that Works have no 
cooperation wich Faith, to fuſtificati- 
on. 

Gal. T wonder at your confidence, in 
denying Juitification by works, when the 
exprefiions of St, Fames are 1o plain, Fam. 
2.21, 22, 25. 
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Paul. And ſo do the Papiffs when we 
deny a rea! (as they term a Bodily) Pre- 
ſence of Chriſts, in the Sacrament, when 
the words of Chriſt are fo plain, Ths 4 
my Body. But as they, fo you, have lit-. 
tle cauſe to wonder. (as will appear 
preſently.) But in the mean while, I can- 
not but admire at your interpretation of 
Famrs, to a ſenſe contrary to Paul, Rom. 
3. 28. I ſhall tell you how Dr. Anton 
(a Divine of great eſteem with you Ga- 
latians and us Panliſfs) reconciles the 
ſeeming contradiction between them out 
of Diedate (but in more conciſe terms, then 
he) Diodate excellzntly gloſſeth that Fuſt ifica- 
tion in Paul, 2s oppoſite ro the condemnation 
of a Sinner in general ; and Fuſtification in 
James zs oppoſite to the condemnation of an 
Hypocrite in particular. In Pauls ſenſe @ Sin- 
wer is abſolved, in Jame's ſenſe a Believer 5 
approved, and ſo maſt ſweetly, and for ought 
I can ſee without exception, the Apoſtles are 
agreed, | Manton on Tames 2.21. page 
212. | 
" Gal. We have another and better way 
of reconciling them. That Paul when 
he denieth Juſtification by Works, means 
torks of Perfet Qbedience, and James 
when he affirmeth, what Pal denies in- 
tends by Works, Goſpel Obedience which is 
=: the 


(39) 
the Cauſa ſme que no, Or Condition with- 
out which we are not juſtified before 
God. 

Paul. The Learned Manion, ſhall an- 
ſwer, and not I. So Socinus | 2 Synops 
uſt if. p. 17.] and herein he is generally fol- 
lowed by the Men of his own School. But 
to thus I reply. 1. That the Apnſtle Paul 
doth not only exclude the exa&} Obedience of 
the Law, but the ſincere Obedience of the 
Goſpel, all kind of Works from the buſmeſs 
of Fuſtification, 8c. | Manton on TFames 
2.24. fp. 333-334 | and elſewhere more 
fully, Obedience 7s not the condition of Fuſti- 
fication, but the evidence : not the Condition 


. and Qualification of the New Covenant, ſo 


much as of the Covenaniters, [| Manten 
P. 336. on Fam. 2. 24. ] 2. 'Ti a matter 
of dangerous conſequence to ſet up works up= 
on any pretence whatſoever, as the matter 
6r condition of our Tuſtification before God, 
for it robbeth God of his Glory, 8c. | Man- 
z0n, V. 24 | Read the reſt, it will be 
worth your white, and let me tell you, 
my old Friend, that I Co not /ike your 
Reconciliation oi the Apoſtles, nor the Term, 
Cauſa ſine qua 101, one jot the better for 
the Perſons ſake, of whom your Maſters 
have borrowed them. But though you 
prefer the Socinians interpretation of 
| D 4 Temes 
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\ 49 
Fames before the Proteſtantr's, yet do you 
underſtand this latter 2? 

Gal. Yes, I ſuppoſe their meaning is, 
that James takes Fuſtification for a Decla- 
ration of it, and ſo, that Fames intends, 
that Faith (and conſequently Juſtificati- 
on) the immediate effect of it) diſcovers 
its reality by works. But again this in- 
cterpretation we object. | 

1. That the Tuſtification in Fames is 
ſuch as Salvation dependeth on, ver. 14. . 

Paul. The words are, IWhat doth it pro- 
fit, tho” a Man ſay be hath Faith, and hath 
not Works? can Faith ſave him? To your 
Exception, I Anſwer. 1. The Apoſtle 
ſpeaketh not a word in that Verſe of 
Fuſtification, which Salvation dependerh 
on; but of a Faith which Salvation depen- 
aeth not on, (and conſequently nor Fuſti- 
fication (for that Fairh which will not 
ſave, will not jaſtifie him that hath ir.) 
2. Suppoſe other Verſes in the contexc 
ſpeak of ſuch a Fuſtification, yet they do 
not ſpeak of it Dire#ly, but Indire@ly; and 
by conſequence (according to our interpre- 
eation of Fames) we mean, that his 
Scope 1s to prove, that that Man is not 
a Viſible Believer, (and ſo nor Y:iſibly Fuſti- 
fied) that hath no Works, and hence in- 
deed it follows, that much leſs, x he an 
| Invis 


(4) 
Inviſible Believer, and fo Fuſtified in the 
Court of Heawen (and fo in a ſtate of Sal- 
vation.) 

Gal. 2. We Obje, That the Juſtifica- 
tion in Fames is ſuch as followeth only a 
Living Faith, But the World may as 
well juſtifie us, when we have no Fazth at 
all. 

Paul. I ſuppoſe your ObjeRion refers 
to Fam. 2.17. 26. and I Anſwer. 

1. Thoſe Veiſes (if underſtood of a 
Tuſtification before God) do not affirm ſuch 
a Juſtification by a Living Faith, but only 
deny it to a Dead Faith, 

2, As to the latter Clauſe, which ſeems 
to aim at a Reaſon, why Fames Fuſtifica- 
thou cannot be Declarative | or before Men] 
I Reply, that if Men will be w4#!, they 
may as well condemn us, when we have 
Faith, as a fſelf-conceited Man may bear 
us in band that a Mar « dead, when he 
hath all the S:gns of Life, as well as that 
he is alive, when there is no Sign at all 
of Life. Bur what then? Does it there- 
fore tollow, that Works are no ground 
for a Judgment of Mens Faith, and fo 

of their Juſtification ? No ſurely; And 
even he that makes this Obje&tion, does 
yet ( out of the heat of diſpute) contefs, 
"That Forks do prove the Sincerity of our 
| | Faith, 
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Faith, | Read Matthew 5.16, 1 Peter 
2. 12. | : 

on. . We ask ; Was Abraham Juſti- 
fied before Men for a Secret Aion ? 
[ James 2. 21. compared with Geneſis 

22. F. | 

Paul. 1. T/aac was witneſs of his Fathers 
attempt to kill him, Ger. 22. 9, ro. and 
fo Abraham was declared to be a Believer 
(and fo Juſtified) before one Mar. 

2, Though the Action was ſecret when 
done ; yet when it came to Mens know- 
kdge, it was an Evidence of Abrahams 
Faith ; and ſo of his Fuſtification, to all 
that heard and credited the report of the 
fat. And now it is recorded in the 
Scripture, it is a ſtanding Juſtification of 
his Faith to all that read and believe the 
Hiſtory. Chriſt xs declared to be the Son 
of God by the ReſurreFion, Rom. 1. 4. and 
yet his Reſurrefion was a Secret Aion, 
even to the Diſciples, who ſaw him af- 
ter he was Riſen, but did not ſee him 
Riſe, Mark 16. 9, 15. and I hope that the 
Difciple frequent ſight of him, was to them 
and our belief of their report to us, a ſuf- 
ficient ground to credit the Fat, and ſo 
a Declaration to us of his being the Son 
of God, and of his Juſtification from the 
Sins of the ele& charged upon him in his 
Death, Gat. 
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Gal. But was Abraham Juſtified before 
Men for ſuch an Action as killing his 
Son? [Would they not rather exclaim 
againſt it, as a barbarous Action? ] 

Paul. Perhaps ſome Men might, who 
did not know he had a Command from 
God. But upon ſuppoſition, that his 
Action was known to be warranted by 
God (to whom alone we owe an implicit 
Faith, a Blind Obedience) his Faith muſt 
needs be celebrated, (as it is, Heb. 11: 17.) 
for that very a&. 

Gal. But was not He the J#fifeer here, 
who was the Imputer of Righteouſneſs ? 
wer. 23. therefore God was the Fuſtifier 
here. | 

Paul. According to this interpretation 
now under debate,we Anſwer this Queſti- 
on in the Negative: All that can be fair- 
ly colleted from wer. 23. and wer. 27. 
compared, is but this ; that Abrabam's of- 
fering up his Son was a New evidence of 
his Old Faith, and of Gods imputing Righ- 
teouſneſs to hins long before, Gen. 15.16. If 
we ſhould grant you the Affirmative, then 
this abſurdity would follow (ſuppoſing 
the term Fulfilled, ver. 23. be meant (as 
a Galatian Divine interprets it) that That 
Teſtimony of Scripture appeared to be true) 
that Gods TJuſtifying Abraham by Faith 


formerly, 
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formerly, ſhould appear to be true, by Gods 
Fuſtifying him by Works now. A \trange 
proof ſurely. 

Gal. Your Phraſe, That Works juſtifies 
or Faith, not our Perſons, makes wer. 24. 
run thus ſenceleſly by Works a Mans 
Faich is Juſtified, and not by Faith on- 
ly. | 

Paul. No ſuch matter; the ſenſe is 
good thus. A Man 1s declared to be 
Fuſtified by Works, and not by Faith 
without them ; becauſe Faith is vi/izle on- 
ly by Works | ſee v. 18. ] Thus much 
mar ſuffice, to evince ; that this Þterpre- 
ration of Fames may be defended againſt 
any ObjeRions of your Party. Yet there 
is another Interpretation, which deſerves 
conſideration. This grants one thing 
which you contend for, that Fames ſpeaks 
of uſt ification before God : but denies ano- 
ther, (viz.) that Fames affirms ſuch Juſtifi- 
cation to be by Works, In ſhore, when 
Fames lays, by Works a Man is Fuſtified ; 
he means a Working Faith. | a Faith apt 
to ſhew it ſelf in all good Works (Forks 
the Efed being pur for Faith, their Cauſe] 
And when James adds, and not by Faith 
ozly, he excludes a dead Faith, a bare af- 
cent to the Articles of Religion, deſtitute 
&f [incere Obedience, and ſo Paul and yRny 

[4] 
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do ſweetly conſort together. Paul ſewers 
Works from our Juſtification, not from our 
Faith, James joyns Works to our Faith, but 
nor to our Tuftification. | lo Pemble of Fuſti- 
fication, p. 234- | 

Gal. We ſay, we dare not raiſe an Ex- 
poſition, ſo far from the plain importance 
of the words, without apparent neceflicy, 
which here is not. 

Paul. 1. Whether the Expoſition be 
forced, you cannot well judge wichouc 
reading Pemble, which I defire you will 
do with attention. 

2. There is an Apparent neceſſity, either 
of this Expoſition, or the former of Declara- 
tive Juſtification : becauſe elſe the Apoſtles 
claſh one with another. 

Gel. If Pemble ſo underſtand a Working 
Faith, as that it juſtifieth principally as 
Faith ; and leſs principally, as Working, we 
ſhould nor differ from him. 

Paul. How Faith ſhould juſtifie Princs- 
pally, I cannot conceive, according to 
your own Notion, that Faith juſtifies in 
the neareſt ſenſe, diretly and properly, as 
it is the fulfilling of the condicion of the 
New Covenant. In che remore and more 
improper ſenſe, as it is. The receiving of 
Chrifft, and his ſatisfacory Righteonſneſs 
io that you deny that which is Peculiar 
co 
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to faith as oppoſed to Works in Juſtifica- 
tion, and which gives it a Principality a- 
bove them : and you aſcribe no more to 
r, then what agrees alſo to Works, For 
your Divines ſay, That Works juſtifie in 
the ſame kind of cauſality, or procurement 
as Faith, (viz.) as part of the condition of 
the Covenant, or of Juſtification Theſe 
Notions are Ropes of Sand, but (if I mi- 
ſtake not) you have a Notiov that af 
cribes more to Works, than to Faith, which 
I cannot readily recal. Pray help my 
memory. 

Gal. It is this (I ſuppoſe, ) Works make 
Faith alive as to the attainment if its end of 
Fuſtification. 

Paul. Yes, that x it. And if it be true, 
than ſurely it roundly follows, that Works 
Juſtifie principally, as Works 5 and Faith 
juſtifies leſs principally, as Faith (to invere 
your own Phraſeology) and ſo contradi& 


your ſelves. 
Gal. But does not the Scripture often 


aſcribe Fuſtification at the Day of Fudg- 
ment to Works, at Matth. 12. 37. chap. 
25. 3F- Oc. 

Paul. This general Anſwer might ſuf- 
fice, that however the /etter of the Hords 
in thoſe places ſound, it having been pro- 
ved, that our conſtitutive Juſtification (as 

your 
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your Phraſe is) is not by Works, our ſen- 
tential Juſtification cannot be by them nei- 
ther 3 For the laſt Judgment fhall be nothing 
elſe, than the approbation of the Do@rine of 
the Goſpel, [ ſays Cakvin on Fobn 12, 48.] 
which Doctrine is; that we are juſtified 
by Faith, not by Works. YetI Anſwer, 
to the fir/# Scripture, Chriſt meaning can 
be no more, than that Good Words ſhall 
be a Proof or Evidence of our right to ſen- 
tential Fuſtification 3 not that they ſhall be 
the condition of our right to it. It is more 
agreeable to Scripture language to ſay, 
that Chriſt in pronouncing Sentence of 
Juſtification, will have reſpe& to the 
Words for the Speakers ſake, not to the 
Speaker for the Words ſake ; for 'tis ſaid, 
Gen. 4.4. God had reſpe& to 4bel the 
Offerer, and thence to his Offering, not 
ro the Offering, and thence to the Of. 
ferer. 

Gal. But Chriſt at the Great day will 
ſhow forth his Love to the Obedience, and 
not only to the Perſons Juſtitied. 

Paul. We grant it ewo ways. 1. By 
Praiſe and Commendation, x Cor. 4. 5. 
and by giving that Teſtimony to their 
Words, the Obedience now under conſt- 
deration) which he did to Fob in this life, 
fwiz, that they were right, ob urs 
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(but with ſome graines of allowance, for 
many of his words had been very wrong) 
And 2. By putting them into poſſeſſion of that 
Salvation, which their Obedience qualifi- 
ed or made them mect for, [Col. 1. 12, 
Pſal. 17. ult. ] not gave them r:ght to. 

Gal. Bur our Works gives us a right 
new to Salvation, and therefore will do 
ſo, at the day of Judgment. A ftanch Di- 
vine of our Party, thus interprets Rev. 
22. 14. Bleſſed are chey that do his Com- 
mandments, that they may have Right 
[ by Vertue of the Covenat of Grace | to the 
Tree of Life | Chriſt and Eternal Life by 
and with him. | 

Paul. It your Annotators gloſs be right, 
I cannot ſee to the contrary, but that 
Faith is ſhut out for a Wrangler, from being 
the bond of Union on our part between 
us and Chriſt, For Works are competent 
enough for that end without it, And if 
this be true, I cannot think bur Paul and 
Fohn are at Daggers drawing. For where- 
as Paul ſays, that Chriſt dwells in our 
hearts by Faith, Fohn ſays, that he dwells 
in them by Forks. 

Gal. Does not Fobn lay elſewhere. He 
that keepeth his Commandmentsdwelleth 
in him, and he in him, 1 Fobz 3.24 ? 


al. 
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Parl. Your Annotatour's gloſs here con- 
tradit- his other now mentioned. *Tis 
this, | thereby ſhewing himſelf to be united 
to Chrif j And fo we Anſwer, that do- 
ing God's Commandments, does not give, but 
declare a right to Chriſt, and eternal lite. 
And fo to tijat Sententicl 7uſtification (now 
under debate) whereby that life is awar- 
ded to us. But the right accrues from 
our Union to Chriſt by Faith alone, 
whereby all things { that are Chiift's are 
ours, I Cor. 3.21, 23. And let me add, 
that if Chri/# be intended in that meta- 
phor, The Tree of Life. *Tis not Chriſt as 
offered in the Goipel, but Chriſt as enjoyed 
in Heaven; which enjoyment is intima- 
ted in the word come in the ſentence of 
Abſolution, Marth. 25. 34, 35. from which 
Scripture I would fain know what you do 
infer. 

Gal. This we infzr from thence, that 
the Works of *"zrcy the:te mentioned, 
are parts of tha Eve-ngelical Righteouſl- 
neſs, which is the condition of our Juſti- 
fication at the day of Judgement. The 
word For importing the Reaſon of the Sex- 
Fence. 

Paxl. If that he a juſt Inference, theſe 
Abſurdities would tollow, 
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r. That theſe Works of Evangelical 
Righteouſneſs foreſeen, were the condition 
of Eleaion [ as that term imports, a choice 
of fome Perſons, with a leaving of others; 
and a purpsſe of beſtowing Salvation up- 
cn them ; both being intended in thoſe 
clauſes of the Sentence, Ye Bleſſed of my Fa- 
ther, the Kingdom prepared for you, Ver. 34. | 
And thus muſt the Sentence run. TI admit 
you into poſſeiſien of Salvation, becauſe ye 
have performed works of Mercy to my poor 
Members, the foreſiaht whereof induced my 
Father from eternity to appoint you to Safua- 
tion, rather than ethers whom be foreſaw 
would negl:& thoſe Forks. 

2. Ablurdity, Is that thoſe Works are 
alſo the condition of Adoption | intima- 
ted in the Word 7berit ] and this Adop- 

{ou may be conſidered, cither as inclu- 
ded in Eld&#io | as explained above |] 
from eternity; or as an act of God's in 
time. If the former, then this clauſe muſt 
3 added to the ſentence. And becauſe my 
Father foreknew you would be dutiful, he re- 
ſolved to adopt you to a Kingdom ; whileſt he 
denied that hinour to thoſe whom he fore- 
knew would be undutiful and rebellious. If 
the latter, the ſentence muſt have this 
adiition, Becauſe ye have performed thoje 
good Works which were the ccndition of your 
Adoption ; 


AD. 
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Adoption : Therefore T adjadge yc:5 the poſſeſſion 
of the Inheri;ance yeu were therets adopted 
70. 

Gal. But we 0s not hold Works forſeen 
to be the cauſe of Eiefion, and duvupris 
on include ir. ic. 

Paul. Nor Go I ciirge you with that 
Aſſertion. TI only deiign your convictions 
of the errovr of your Tuterprotetic: ot the 
Text, from whence ſuch Abſiiruntts oa 
naturally flow. But jrely you cannot 
deny, th: Works are the condirion of acual 
Adottica, it they be the condition or mat- 
ter of Juftification: whereas the Scrip- 
ture ſays, We are all the Children of God 
by Faith in Chrift Feſus, Gal. 3. 26. By 
Faith, nat by Works; not Children, be= 
cauſe Gutiful ; but dutiful becauſe Chil- 
dren. ; 

Gal. But if Works of Mercy be n6t 
conſidered as part of the condiiion of 
Juſtification at the day of Judgment 
how then? Not as the Righteouſneſs 
which the Law requires. For fo ſoall no 
Man living be Tiiſl ified, Rom. 3. 20. 

Paul. Thoſe Works cannot be confide- 
red otherwite than a5 part of the Righte- 
ouſneſs which che Law requires, if they 
be part of che condition of Juſtification 3 


and therefore are exciuded from being 
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by the Scripture you cite (as hath been 
{ſufficiently demonſtrated ) 

Gal. Works are not conſidered, as a 
meer ſign whereby God doth diſcern 
Mens Faith, tor he ſecth it immediately, 
and needeth no fhgn. 

Paul. The 27mm Chriſt Jefas being the 
Fudge, Ads 17. 31. he will ſuitably co his 
manhood, at thz great Day, paſs Sen- 
[ence unon believers by Yorks, as ſigns of 
their Faith, to weir, (as he did on 
Earth to the Centurian, Mat. 8. 10. and 
th: V/oman of Curaan, chap. If. 28. ) 
tho3n2h as God, upon an immediate in- 
ſ:etivn of their hearts, he had admicted 
their Souls into Heaven at their diilolu- 
tion. 

Ga!. Nor are Works produced as meer 
ſigas ro fatisfi2 the juſtified Perſon him- 
{zIf. 

Paul. Yet the Aurhor whom you quote, 
adds, That the buſme(: of the Day of Fude- 
ment, 7 10 put the godly out of doubt by the 
ſentance, and by thur Glory, put out of 
doubt : Or what 2 Ir muſt be either of 
their Simcerity, or the paſſing of the Sen- 
tance of Abſolution, or their Admiſſion into 
Glory of their whole Perſons. The firſ# 
he denies3 and I think, he might as rea- 
ſonably deny the other 700. For it is 

got 
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not imaginable, that the Godly who had 
been ablolved, and admitted into Hea- 
yen in Soul, thould doubt of the conti- 
nuance of that favour, or of the extent of 
it tO their Bodies, 

Gal. Bur the common optnian 1s, that 
it 15 to ſarisfie the condemned World of 
the ſincetity of the Faith of the Godly. 

Paul. A&d bur the end of that faiil- 
taction, (v2z.) that the Yicked may be 
convinced oi the Jaliice of God's pince- 
dure, in acquitting the Godly 5 whil't 
themſelves are condemned, and we own 
the Opinicr, and like it never the worle 
for the commons of it, What have you 
to CKC2pt agaiinit 11? 

Gal. For, clearly exprefſ:s the ground 
or reaſon of the Sentence, Can any more 
be faid of Faith, than that we are Juſtifi- 
ed or Juuget to life for zt ? 

Paul, To Anſwer your Queſtion firſt, 
So much is no Where ſad of Faith, and 
therefore much les of J/rþs. 

As for your Particle ; for I cannot ſee 
how it ſhould expres the Ground of the 
Sentence; becauſe the Works of Mercy 
mentioned in it, are no Righteouſneſs, 25 
not being conformable to any Liw, If 
they be, tell me to which ? 
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Gal. To deal ingeniouſly with you, I 
cannot well tell to which. Tf I ſhall ſay, 
to the Natural Law, I am aware, that 
the ſame Arguments, whereby w2 cx» 
clude Faith and Repentance from Ding 
branches of that Law, exclude Mercy allo. 
It T thall fay, ro the Aforal Low, i im 
ſenſible, that that requires periect Obedi- 
ence. And if the A&s of 7%cy in the 
Sentence are ſch, then they are our Leg al, 
not Evengelical Righteouſne/s (which latter 
we contend for) but if they are Ads of 
Sincere Obedience, then they fall ſhort of 
what che Moral Law requires 3 and ſo 
£ann7 be our Legal Riphteouſneſss And 
tzerctore I muſt fay, that the Acs of 
Mercy under conlideration, are contor- 
mavie Is the Goſpel Laws 

Paul. i am very glad, my Diſcourſe 
Haih 4 fo good an effect, as to give 
you the Hghe of Day, through a litcle 
hole. But as © that Law you picch upon, 
I Argue (u3on Sunpoition, not a Grant 
that ere is fnch a Law) either that Law 
Tefiniics Perfef?, or only Smcere Obevience, 
It co For, none can he juftificd by ther 
] aw » {cur ſuch Obedience: But the 
VWeiks -f Mercy in the Sentence, were 
not pe: fudt, Solon:on ſays, There us not a 


Tufs May uion Earth that dita good, and 
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firnmeth not, Ecclel. 7. 20. 3. e. that doth 
not evil, as welt as good, and thar deth 
not evil in doing good. If the /atter, then 
indeed the Merciful may be ſentenced co 
Life, as having fulfilled the Rishteouſncks 
of that Law. But then theres are 70 /cur- 
wy conſequences will undeniably tollow. 
One, That Chrilt's Sentence of Fuſtification, 
doth nor include Forgiveneſs of Sin. For if 
Sineerity be all the Goſpel Law requires, 
where hat is found, there is no tran'grel- 
ſion, and ſo no need of forgiveneis. Bur 
your Party agree Witn ours in acknow- 
lzoging Forgiveneſs, to be a branch of 
Juſtification, by warrant from, 4&s 3.19. 
The other C: nſequence, which follows trom 
the fir/# is, that it 15 a ſentence of Meer 
Legal Faſt ifcation, which Chit pronoun- 
ces at the day of Judgment. For Chriſt 
pronounces Men Righceous, becauſe they 
have done all, that the Goſfel Law exacte 
of them. 

Gal. The uſe and intere!t of Gofp?! 
conditions, is not from the Conformity of 
them to the Precc ens pert o: tne Law 
( chough in a degree ) there 52 327, his 
from their conformity to the Rae of rho 
grace of the Promiſe. 

Paul. 1. Bat then the far 
returns, (viz. ) That Me: ; 
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EF. ightecus, withour a Rig'v2oulnels. For 
Chrif by vertus of the Cipel-SanRion 
accepts them as Righteou: by that very 
Law, which they have  « *, and by 
that breach are Unrighteous ; And fo the 
Judgment cannot be faid ow be accoraing 
ro Truth, 

2. I would have you coniider,that Righ- 
teouſneſs imports a reipect or Relation to a 
Law or Rule of our Actions, not to a 
SanFicn. The Sanction of Promiſe, ſup- 
poſes actions to be goed, does not make 
chem good, we are not Righteous we are 
juitified 5 bur Juſtified becauſe we are 
Righteous. And this 15 evidenrt from the 
in«tancc of tis Old Covenant of Works. 
Goa made 11s upright | or Righteous | 
Ecclel. 7. wlt. which he Gid 1 Order of 
IWatire, ut not T:;mze wtorc h: annexed 
that Sanction to che aw, 7oe fan that 
&0rh thein ſhall live in the,, Gal. 3, 12, 

Gal. Tt ſecmeth that QChrilt doth call 
Men R:ghteons, in reference to this per- 
fonal Evangelical Rignteoutne!ls mentio- 
ned in their juſtifying Sentence, Math. 
25. 46. 

Pay!, Put it ſzemeth not ſo to me. For 
Believers are acquitted at 1he day of Judg- 
went, on the very ſame account ans ſcoure 
evey are now (F124) for the imputed Righte- 
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euſneſs of Chriſt in the way of free grace, | or 
received by Faith | [io Flavel on Aſlem. 
Catech. p. 97, 96. Q.7. x compared] and 
lo the denomination of Righteous, muſt 
needs be taken from that Righteouſneſs 
without them upon the account whereof 
they were acquitted. 

Gal. I am ſenſible, that our Cauſe ſuf. 
fers by my «if ibility to manage it. Yer 
the Incerpret: .1or our Diviaes give of the 
kinds of works <aulniled from Jultification 
ſticks with me | 

Paul. ).et we F2ar it, 2ad I will give 
you my fcntin 4 abr it, 

Gal. The Work exciuded from being 
the Righteou!ſ1eis whereby we are juſtin- 
ed, are the Wks of the Ceremonial Law, 
{ Rom. 4.9, 1c. Gal. 5. 2.] 

Paul. Let Judicions Calvin be heud, 
who thus occurs this Obje&tion. *Tz cer- 
tain that Paul conteſted with falſe Teachers, 
who puſfed up the People with an undue con- 
fidence m the Ceremonial Law. But in devi- 
ſton of the controver(ze between himſelf ana 
them, he limits not his Diſcourſe to the Cere- 
monies ; nor does he diſpute particularly, how 
far they availed; but he comprechends the 
whole Law | Rom. 3. 20.] Calvins mean- 
ing is, that ths Apoltie argues from an 
Univerſal to particulars, i. e. that Men are 
not 
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not Juſtified by any Forks ; therefore not 
by thoſe of che Ceremonial Law, and that 
this Obſervation 1s true, and ſo gives a 
Mortal wound to your cauſe, I ſhall make 
moſt evident. 

I. The falſe Teacvers looked for Fuſtif:- 
cation by Works of the Moral Law, as well 
as the Ceremonial, Luk. 18.11, 12, The 
Phariſee boaſted of his frezdom from Sins 
againſt that Law, and truſted in himſelf 
that he was Righteous thereby, wv. 9. and 
therefore the ,ipotles Aﬀertion, that by 
the deeds of the Law there ſhall no fleſh be 
juſtified in Gods fizbt, Rom. 3. 20. muſt 
needs be extended to the Moral Law. 

2, The Apofile excludes from Jultifica- 
tion the Works of that Law which was 
common to Few and Gentile, which was the 
Natural or Msral Law; as appears by the 
inſtances of the $i2s which were all a- 
g1inſt ;h:t Law, and not one againft the 
Cevxemonial Law, Rom. 3.20. compared 
Witch V. Io. tOv. 18. 

3. The Apottle excludes the 77rks of 
that Law which the Goſpel intended to eſia- 
blifh, as a rule of Guty, Row. 2.1aft. which 
w2s not the Ceromonicl Law, | Eph. 2.15. 
Heb. 9. 10. ] but the Afora! | Mar. 5. 17.18, 
compared with v. 21. 22, 277, 28. | 

Gs). Bat your Calvin takes In th2 Cere- 

mnonias 
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mmonial Law too, as eftabliſh2d by the 
Dcarine of J»{ification witheut the deeds 
of the Law | Cov. Rom. 3. wlt. 

Paul. He does fo 5 hur with a differezce 
from the Moral: Not 14:t rhe precepts of it 
are continued, but that the r.gbteouſneſs ſhas 
dowed out by them, was exhibited inChriſe. 

But as for the Mecral Law (he lays) that 
in it is found the exat righteouſneſs of the 
Law, which by imputation is made ours 
and alſo ſandtification, imperfett indeed, but 
aiming at Perfettion as its mark | Calvin on 
Rom. 3. laſt. ] and ſo he intimates, that 
the Moral Law requires perfe& Obedience 
ſtill, though not fer Fuſfification: And fo 
God does not ceaſe to be a Sovereign, by 
Lecocming a Benefaffor. Again, by your 
denial of Juſtification to work of the 
Ceremonial La'y you contrauidt your cwn 
Notions. 

1. That Works done by Grace do juſtifie, 
for tne Works of the Ceremonial Law whillt 
if waiin force, were Works gone by Grace, 
and io according to your ſentiment were 
part ct the Righteouſneſs, whereby the 
Believers of ths Old Teitamcnt (and of 
the New too, ti] char Law was aQually 
aboliihed) wore juirified, This Antecedent 
I prove. rt. From Lax. 1. 6, which Za- 
charias ail Elizabith, are Called, Righteous ; 
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becauſe they walked in the Ordinances of the 
Lord, which term notes the Ceremonial 
Law. And 2. By this Reaſon, that they 
had this Moral Goodneſs 1n them, (viz.) a 
{ubjeRion of the Conlcience to the meer 
will of the Law-giverz and it Works 
done by Grace under the Old Teſtament 
Pilperſation did not juſtifie: How come 
they by that efficacy under the New ? 

=. That the works of the Goſpel Law juſ?#t- 
Fe. For the works of the Ceremonial 
[aw were works of the New Geſpel Law; 
(in your ſenſe 15) the aual obligation to 
that Law commenced ſoon after 4dam's 
fall, (as we may colledt from Gen. 4. 2. 4.) 
and chat Law repreſented Chriſt and his 
benefits, and the obſervation of it was an 
exerciſe of Faith and Repentance (the tw9 
great precepts of your Geſpepl Law) | as ap- 
pears by I Cor. F. 7,8. and either thoſe 
IVirks of the New Goſpel Law, Gid not 
Tuſtifie under that Evangelical Diſpenſation 
before Chriſt, And if fo, bow is it that 
any Goſpel Werks do juſtifie Since Chriſt ? | 
Or if thoſe Ceremonial Works did juſtifie 
then, and notnow; then the Old Tefta- 
ment Saints were juſtified by one, the 
New Teſtament Saints by another fort of 
works of the ſame Goſpel Law. 


3. You 
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3. You grant thar we are Juftified by 
Works of che Moral Law ; but the works 
of the Ceremonial Law were Works of the 
Aoral Law | 1. e. poſitive Precepts, which 
by vertue of the firſt and ſecond Com- 
mandments of the Moral Law, the Fews 
were Obliged to obey; and this is true, 
whether you conſider them as joyned 
with their /ignification, and Goſpel uſe, or 
ſeperated there from, and being thus coin- 
cident, the Fews could not be juſtified by 
the Moral Law, but they muſt be juſtified by 
the Ceremonial Law; And if it was fo 
then, why not now ? The Reaſon cannot 
be becauſe *tis a Law of that kind, but be- 
cauſe we are not juſtified by any Law at 
all. 

Gal. This is all Stuff, we deny Juſtif- 
cation by the Moral Law. 

Paul. I ſee, *tis as true of erroniozs Per- 
fons as of Liars, that they have need of good 
memories, co make their tales hang well 
together. Do not you Galatians alledg 
Abraham and Rabab as inſtances of Per- 
ſons juſtified by Works, Fam. 2. 21. 25. 
And 'tis evident that Rahabs receiving 
Foſhua's Meſſengers was an Ac of Obed:- 
ence to that Moral Law. Be not forgetfus 
fo entertain Strangers, Heb. 13. 2. ( which 
is a branch ofthe ſixth CITY 
an 
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and Abrahams offering up his Son, was 
though a poſitive Precept, yet reducible 
to the ſum or ihe firſt Taile, Afar. 22, 
37, 38. Thou ſualt lows the I.ord thy God, 
8&c. And God himſeli owns it as a ſigh 
and etfe& of his fear of Lim, Gen. 22. 12, 
ani iurcly fear of God is a duty of the 
Moral Law, (viz.) (of the firſt Com- 
mandment} and did not you even now 
make Love and its Works the perſonal 
Righteouſneſs whereby we are juſtified, 
and Love is the ſum of both Tables of the 
Moral Law, Love to Ged (in the Scrip- 
ture now quoted) Love to our Neighbour, 
Matth. 22. 39, 40. and Rom. 13. 8, 9. 

Gal. Burt you forget what I told you, 
that it is /mcere Obedience ( which the 
Goſpel requires) not perfe# (which the 
Law exaqts) that is our perſonal Righte- 
ou!ſ:r::15 to Juſtification. 

Parl. I remember it weil enough, and 
thence rightly conclude, that you ſay 
and unſay, when you deny, that you 
hold Juſtification by the Moral Law. 
For the fircere Ovedicnce which you call 
a Work of the Goſpel Law, and the per- 


fe Obedience which you call a Fork of 


the Moral Law are really Works of the ſame 
Law (viz.) the Moral: As your Wile is 
the ſame Woman now, that ſhe was 

whett 
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when ſingle, though ſhe hath loft her 
Fathers Name, and got her Husbands. As 
for your evaſion, that 'tis Perfe*# Obedience 
which is excluded from being our Per/o- 
val Righteouſneſs for Fuſtification ; it is in- 
ſignificant, yea hurtful co your cauſe : I ze 
us but weigh that one pallage, Roz. 3.20. 
By the deeds of the Law ſhall no fleſk be Fuſt- 
ed in his ſight ; for by the Law is the know- 
ledge of ſm. Where remember, that by 
vo fleſh, is meant, no an, | Zew or Gentile, 
ver. 9.} and that by the Liw, is meant 
the Law Natural [or unwritten ] and the 
Law Moral | or written] (which are the 
ſame for ſubſtance (as 1 have proved be- 
fore) and that by the Knowledge of Sin, 
(which 1s by the Law,) is meant (in 
Fames's Phraſe) being convinced of the Law 
as Trayſereſſors, Jam. 2. 9. and then bor- 
rowing his Phraſe, the Apoſtles Argu- 
mens is this, they who are convinced of 
the Law as tranſpreſſours, ſhaii not be 
Juſtified by the deeds of the Law: But 
Few and Gentile are convinced of the Law 
as Tranſgreſſours. Therefore neither Few 
nar Gentile ſhall be juſtified by the deeds 
oftke Law. And thence the inference is 
very natural, that (at leaſt) ai/ the deeds 
of your Goſpel Law (viz.) Love with all 
its works] which you own to bz deeds 
of 
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of the Moral Law, and imperfe&t) are 
excluded from being cur perſonal Righteouſneſs 
for Fuftification. Aa if you acknowledg 
not the Inference, you accuſe the Apoſtle 
of great fault in a Diſputant (vis) not 
to be aware of the force of his own Ar- 
gument, thatit would prove what he in- 
tended not ; or rather, difprove what he 
intended to grant (as you imagine ) I 
mean, that we are 7u{/ ified by ſincere or im- 
perfecf works, bceauſe we are juſtified only by 
perfefF works, 

Gal. Some of our Party alledge that 
External Works of the Moral Law, not in- 
rernal, are denied to be our Righteoulneſs 
for Juſtification, and thus a Learned Man 
argues, fo far forth as Pau] rejz&s Spiritual 
and External Works, as unnecellary ; 
be admits of internal Works as neceſlary, 
but ricual Works Pas rejedts as unnece(- 
jary to Juſtification; therefore he admits 
Spiritual Works, as necellary to Juſtifica- 


tion. 

Paul. I ſhall borrow the Learned Dr. 
Tullies, Anſwer to it (who deſerves an 
Honourable mention for appearing on the 
behalf of Pauline Juſtification againſt its 
oppoſers) A pleaſant argumentation (laith 
he) and wery like this, ſo far forth as uſe- 
leſs Subjes are excluded, uſeful Subjefts 


are 
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gre admitted : but uſeleſs Subjes are ex- 
cluded from a jhare in Regal Authority ; 
therefore uleful Subjetts are admitted to a 
ſhare in it, whereas both ſort of Subjects are 
exclud:d. | Tullies Faſt ificatio Paulina, pag. 
57. 58.] And I may make boid to add, 
that the reaſon 15; becauſe not ſubjes as 
vſelefs, but meerly as Subjects are debarred 
Regal Authority ; and fo Works are not 
rejected from Juttification as Exrernal, but 
as Wuirks (though they be Internal and Spi- 
ritual.) | 

Gal. But ſome of our perſwaſjon con- 
ccive, that the Works which are deni2d 
to juſtifie, are Works done Without the 
affiſtance of Divine Grace [or Works 
done by our own {trengrth. |] 

Paul. If they mean excluſrvely (as they 
muſt, or elſz {peak not to rne Queſtion) 
I ſeeno reaſon for their Opinion. For it 
hach been proved ſufficiently, that Z/orks 
done by Grace ate not allowed by our Pa- 
tron Paul, to have any thing to do in 
Juſtification (except as Sizns or Efeds of 
it) and thence it follows inciced, that inuch 
leſs can he be ſuppoſed to allow any thing 
to Works done without Grace. Put if Paul 
intended directly to exclude from Juſtifi- 
cation Works done without Grace, he 
would have fitted his i»/tazces to his Poſiti- 
en, and have brovglit in Cain and Judas, 

F rather 
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rather than David and Abraham for exam- 
pics of Perſons not Juſtified by the Works 
Ee Jifputed of, Bur ſeeing he does other- 
wile, | cantiot but have a better conceit 
of his Lopgick, who was brought up at the 
fot of Gamaliel then af your Divines, who 
were br-:pheup at the feet of Amyr aldav. 
Gal. Once more ſome of our Pa arty Con- 
cerve, that the Apoſtle intends only to ex- 
clude from Juſtification, thoſe Works, 
hich the Workmen thought to be Me- 
1 J—_ 

Paul. I Anſwer, 1. That according to 
their own explication of their Notion, it 
follows, that Pau! intended to exclude all 
2-orks, even thole of the Goſpel Law ;z and 
it you will own wo conſequence, we will 
ſhake hands, ani} bz pe: fect Friends. 

Gal. 1 do not apprehend what explica- 
ton you INterpret @ givirg vp our cauſe. 

Pal. "Tis thi ts, That the Objectors COn- 
fols, Twat ( Chriſtian are prone to place merit 
in their Fauh and Ovedience to the Gofpet, 
GH hath when they do lo, their faith and O- 
beadience are Op £7 my included in, and re- 
Futed oy the Apaſl tes diſcos wwe (v1 z) | as n0t 


bem ihe 7 ie breouſneſ3 by which they are ; Juſt t- 


7 
Cab. 


Bat 2. I deny, that the /\pc ile inten- 
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proneſs of fallen Man to place Merit in 
Works, God to make ſure work excludes 

{t wirks of our own from Heing tne conditi- 
03 Or matter of ourFuſtification,and alcrites 
this Effect, cnly to the Work of another 
(viz.) Chriſt, and fo there's no pretencs 
tor th2 merit excogdigno (as the Popiih 
rerm 1s) tor the intrin/ick- walne © {£19 works 
is from the 777 ort vnefs ofanuther Sroiilf and 
Lent, NOT exp360, my LACTE 35 BOT formuch 
as apro miſe OT centrAgct 5-0 Co's 70 muſt fre 4 
by auy Rightcouſn ts im us or deve by wes. 

Ga!. Kr kl > } STLIG y ohur Ductiine nn uo 

nying £0: MM WW ors to bo the eomndion of 
our Jai! Roamnn inn to ante Obedience 
our of the World F- 

Par”, 1. 1 dare appeal to your own ex 
Perience, water t:15 Doctrine hath had 
any ſich ett upon the Faritans 1n our 
time who were ſtench Pauli? 

2. I apprehend not che ade of 
3t to that end, unleſs vou ſurpoſe good 
Works tobe of no other ute, than to id 
fie us, And it char be your jentiment, 
take an Anſwer to ic from a Pious 7.ear- 
ned Divine of New England. os Geod 
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cannot eat it * and of my Houſe, if I cannot 
carry it about ? for Ican bay Meat with my 
Aoney, and dwell in my Houſe. [Chauncy of 
Fuſtification, pag. 216. | 

G:l. But your Author does not name 
the uſes. 

Paul. But I can eaſily ſupply that defe. 
They are, an Acknowledgment of Gods So- 
weraignty; that we ceaſe not to be Creatures, 
by bcing made New Creatures, an Expreſſion 
ot our Gratitude to our Benefattor, 1 Cor.s. 
lait, A ſhewing forth of Gods Praiſes, 1 Pet. 
2.9. or Vertues agris (as I am told the 
Greek is) z. e. the Divine Perfe@ions, Ju- 
ſtice, Goodneſs, Truth, ec. For which God 
is worthy to be Praifed | Pſal. 18. 3.) by our 
imication of them. 

Gal. But ſurely Good works are neceſſary 
to Fujt ification and Salvation ? 

Paul. Many Learned Men think it not 
ſafe to uſe fuch a Propeyfition. But rather 
this, Good Works are neci{/ary 70 juſtified Per- 
ors, or to thoje that ſail bs javed. 

Gal. I think they are more Nice than 
iſe. Wtar's the ditterence between thoſe 
two Propoſitons. 

Paul. Lie Former makes good works 
conditions effeting jultitication. The Latter 
makes them Cinces and Duties 1n the Per- 
{ons juſtified. { 47. Burgeſſe.Vind,Leg.p.qo.)] 

Gal Doh not your Lodrine confirm ths 
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World in their Soul cozening Faith, in ta- 
king Chriſt for a Seviour, and not for a 
Lord? Surely the eafineſ(s of the former, 
and difficulry of the Latter ſeemeth to tell 
us, that this is a _neceilary part of Juſtiſy- 
ing Faith, 
Paul. Toyour Queſtion, I Anſwer, N2- 
gatively ; but you milrepreſent our Do- 
Arine. Have not I argued with you fuf- 
fictently about it, and {ſnowed you that ta- 
king Chriſt for our Lord is an a& of Juſtt- 
fying Faith, though not as Fu{tifjing, 4 
that che ſame Faith that accepts of Chriit 
ior Faft ification, accepts him allo for Sant i= 
fication ; but yet, that latter acceptance is 
not the condition of our Juſtification, ec. 
As for your talk of the eaſine{s of taking 
Chriſt for a S2viour, if my long acquain- 
tance with you, gave notground to judge 
you a good Chriſtian, I ſhould much (v(- 
p2& your ſtate for ſuch words. For furely 
the heart of Man is as much averſe from 
Juſtification by theRightteouſneſs of Chriit, 
as a Tradz\man who hath been long ſee 
up forbimſelf, is to {zrve an Apprentilhip. 
[read Rom. 10. 3.] Bur I ſuppoſe your 
meaning is, that becauſe we allow not a 
purpoſe of ſubmitting to Chriſts Laws, nor 
an attFual Submiſſion to be the Condition of 
our Juſtification ; therefore our Doct: ine 
incourages Men to look for Happitels 
F 3 WItl- 


—_ 
without Holineſs, But I Anſwer, that 
there is no ground from zr, for faich incou- 
ragement, for we conftanily affirm, rhat 
Sanctification is inicp able from Jaſtifhca- 
tion, anc | though ir gives not a right, yet 
it does a #: _ tor Hear ren ; the main hap- 
pinels thereor lying in mucual Commani- 
en between God and us, there Can be no 
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Gel ho ot this cx <cuding of ſincere Obe- 
dience from Juititication the greac ſtumb- 
ling block of Papijts ? 

Paa!. Are You thereabouts, my Ol 
riend ? It ſeems then you : Symbolizs with 
— how elſe does your Dofrize remove 
hc ſtambling block, o_ O's pers in 

cir way 2 And indecd z: you make the Go- 
el a Law with threats 7 $0 oy: Your Ar- 
guments for the condit:onality, are all the 
{ame with theirs, for the er oO! Gypel 
Works in Juſtification. 

Gal. But there is a ide difference be- 
tween condicionality and merit. 

Paul: We will talk of that by and by, 
In the mean while, I muſt teil you, that 
itis very lucky that Due Argurients ſhould 
be the ſame, anc yer yot Balfrane differ ent, 

. But _ iS a geat deal of difter- 
ence eberwe: on; DoEtrine and the Popiſn, 
For ney rake Fu? ifying tor Sanftifying, but 
{o do nut we. Paul, 


Fr) 
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Paul. Though you Co not confound the 
Terms, yet you do, the things figntiicd by 
them. I mean, you make Works the z2at- 
ter of Fuſtification and Sandificaticn. 

Gal. They overthrow the moſt real dit- 
ference betweenthe Old Covenant, & the 
New, and make them in a manner all one. 

Paul. The moſt real diifecence between 
tnoſe two Covenants, I take to be, that 
in the former our Juſtification was by pcr- 
ſonal righteouſneſs ; + 10 the Litter Þy : 2 hreauſ- 
neſs of another imputed tons. And though 
ye doown [ after a ſort,” imputed Righte 
ouſneſs, yet by introducing a perſona! | Kinh- 

feouſneſs gut Tuſtsficalion, YE þ + in A a1 
wake the two Cuvenaiits ene, as well a5 the 
Papiits, For it this latter righteouſneſs can 
obtain the end you aſlign it, the forzzcy 13 
ulcleſs as to that end. 

Gal. Bur when they ſay, we are juſtifi odd 
by Woi ks of the Goſpel ; they ICU Gnly 
Nat we are Sanciitis <d by Works that fol 
low Faith. 

Pau. licnat be their only meaning, they 
mon" than you, For then, chey do 

not own 7utification by Works of the Go- 
ipsl, 25S YOU £O, 

Gal. The Papiſts take our Works to be 
part of our Legal Righteouſneſs; we taks 
them not to be the ſinaleſt portion of it ; 
but only a part of our Evangelical Riobte- 

F.4 94, nels, 
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Ouſneſs, or of the conition upon which 
Chriſts Righteouſncis (ii: 8 ours. 

Paul. x. You wcong the apiits ro right 
your ſelves. For they do not make their 
inherent Righteouſneſs pare of Chriſt's 
Righteouſneſs, but they aſcribe the meric 
of the former to the merit of the /atter : or 
(to ule their own words,) they ſay, Chriſt 
bath merited that 2ve ſhould merit: Or that 
our works merit being dipped in the blood of 
Chriſt. 

2. Whereas you ſav, ou do not take 
works to be the ſmalleſt portion of our Legal 
Righteouſneſs : Te cannot fink into my head, 
that you can mean as you ſay, becauſe 
you allign the fame end to your Works, 
wich Ch:iſt aimed at in bz; I mean, our 
juſcification. We indeed truly aftirm, that 
our I/orks are not the {malleit portion of 
our Legal Righteouſneſs; becauſe we dothem 
not for che tame end, that Chriſt did his 
{viz.) for our Juſtification, but for the 
Glory of God's Soveraignty, which is not 
depreiſed by the exalration of Mercy. 

3+ You call your Worksonly a part of our 
Evangelical Righteouſneſs. Pray what is 
the other part ? 

Gal. Faith, Have you forgotten our late 
Diſcourſe ? 

Paul. No, no. But I thought fit to 
guicken your a:tention by the Queſtion, 
to 
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to 2 paſlage of che Learned Ball, (whom 
your party unjaſtly claim) How Faith and 
Works ſhould be conjoined, as con-cauſes in 
Fuſtification us impoſſible to conceive, | Treat. 
Covenant of Grace, p. 79. ) 

Gal. But hz was miſtaken: Do not you 
remember whatl roid you lately, that owr 
Forks are part of the eondi:i9m upon which 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs ſh2!l ve ours, and Faith 
another part. And lo they are con-cauſes 
or have the ſame cauſality (viz.) of a 
condition of Juſtification. 

Paul. But this will not ſalve the difficul- 
ty. For then Faith is not contra-diſcinguiſh- 
ed to Works, but is only one more eminent 
part of the Works by which we are juſti- 
fed, and fo Faich and Works are not jaynr- 
Cauſes, but Works are the $7: caufe [or 
condition | of our Juſtification. I conclude 
with a repetion of a paſiage of the Learn- 
ed Tally, ( whici one that underſtands 
Lacie hath tranſlated for m2) concerning 
the Author of thoſe diffzrences you have 
aſſigned between the Popith Dot: ine and 
yours. The Reverend A. endeaveurs indeed 
to clear his opinion from the ſuſpicion of that 
contagion | viz. Popery | but this he does ſo 
fuintly, in ſo few words, and ſo curſorily, that 
any one may perceive be undertook a task no 
way greatful to bimfelf, | Fuſtif. Paul.p.116.] 
But now it is high time to proceed to a- 
nother 
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” nother grand Argument againſt your con- 

Wl ditionalicy of works done by Grace. The 

np" F:rſt was that no works are the condition 

wy of Juſtification therefore not Works dene 
at by Gracs. 

3 4 Arg. 2. The Second is, That if Works 
TE-5.5 done by Grace are the condition [or mart- 
We ter | of juttification before God, then our 

HAR. 4 Juſtification is not of Grace. 

Rt Gal. T ſhould think that the Conle- 

ST quence ſhould bs rather, that then our 

'F Juſtification is of Grace. 
fb Paul. No ſuch matter ; at leaſt, if you 
$f will credit a Divine of your own Denom:i- 

Fu nation, who lays ; By the Covenant of works } 

*.4 the meer work gave an intereſt inthe reward, 
&s it was obedience to the precept, by a Sanclt- 

UA aS: 4 91 that had goodneſs, but no ſuch Grace, | vis. 
bi 'S as that inthe Covenant of Grace |] Ic leems 
HEMI then, that in bz Opinion, the goodrels | or 
Ew -+ Grace | of God did not appear fo eminent- 

| i | Iy ia the CoUeiaut of IWorks wherein the 

6 prone was made to the meer Work, as 
£ it des, in the Coverant of Grace, And 
| honce 1 infer, thac theretore this [atier Co 
Uraizt, that it may aniwer its denomina- 

tion, aad be jutficiently diſtinguithed 

| irom the former, mult not have a ſantrion 

Frnghs | or promiſe of Jallification and Saivation |] 

Ji". znade to the meer Works. 1. c. Obedience to 

2B the Precept, which yet he and you ailere 

* ; 1n 
FN 
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in ſenſz, though not in the very terms 
mentioned. And one of your Paity upon 
Row. 2.28, 29.compared, ſays, that weare 
Juſtified,z. e. accounted Righteousand dealt 
with accordingly : By believing in Chriſt, 
which is our Goſpel Righteouſneſs, or ihe terms 
cud conditions of the Covenant of Grace for 
Fuſtification (as amongſt us ſome Felons are 
quited as to life by their Clergy, or upon their 
reading.) And this Faith, he deicribes, ſuch 
a firm, hearty, lively belicf of Chriſt to be 
what the Goſpel declares bim to be, as begets 
frncere obedience in the life. Ie 15 plain, that 
this Authour makes Faith in Chrift ſuch 
a condition, as reading to the Feions acquit- 
tal. And ſure h;s a meer Work required by 
the Law by vertue whereof his life is ſa- 
ved. And hs makes that Faith to be a 
Dogmatical Faith 5 which is a meer work, 
and cannot be otherwiſe conſidered, then 
as ſuch. Let us frame a Gefinition «>< the 
Faith required in the Covenant of Works, 
according to this Authors Notion. fr was 
ſuch a firm, hearty, lively belict oi Cd to 
be, what the Light of Nature declared tim 
to be, as begat perfect Obedience in the lite. 
And then, I think he is quick tigincd, 
that can diſcern a difference between the 
one Faith and the other in their reſyet to 
the San&tions. For both are zzcer works, 
and as ſuch, give intereſt in the reward 
promiſed, Gal. 
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Gal. But the reward is not to the cer 
Work in the Covenant of Grace, becauſe 
*Zis but Sivcerity (which is conſiſtent with 
$in,) that is the condition of the reward. 

Paul. The ſame Authour upon Row. 3. 27. 
interprets the Law »f works to be toat Law 
which requires perfect Obedience for Juſt ifica- 
tion, and the Law of Faith, th: Goſpel Law, 
which ſets up Faith in the 197 of Law-works 
for Faſt ification, 1o that then, whether the 
work were perfe or ſincere Fuſt ification is 
the reward promiſed to both ; to the for- 
mer, aS a meer Old Law-work, to the latter, 
as a meer New Law-work. 

Gal. But the aforeſaid Author ſays, on 
Rom. 3.9. All being guilty of Sin, are 
equally excluded from poſlibility of being 
juſtified by Works. 

Pa#u!. But all New Law-Workers are 
gnilty of Sin, Ergo, they are equally ex- 
cluded from a potlibility of being Jaſtified 
by Works. 

Gal. But you omit what the Authour 
adds in the fame verſe. And therefore the 
Goſpel-righteouſneſs is no leſs neceſſary for the 
one | the Jews | thanthe other | the Gentiles, | 

Paul, Well minded. Neceſſary for what * 
To reconcile contradictions ; that they 
who being Sinners cannot be Jaſtitied by 
any Works, ſhould be juſtified by ſome 
[ v#. New Law-Works. ] 


Gal. 
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Gal. But how do you prove your Conſequence, 
that jf Works of Grace be the condition of Juſtife- 
cation ? then Juſtſficarion is not of Grace. 

Paul. Becauie rhoſe Works give occaſion of boaft- 
Ing, ſo Rom. 3. 27. Rence the Apoftle Argues, chap. 
4: 2. which runs thus. If Abraham were juſtified by 
Works, he hath whereof to Glory [vi3. before God] 
Bur he hath not whereof to glory before God ; there- 
fore Abraham was not juſtified by Works. {So Calv. 
Par. and others. ] 

Gal. Bur theſe Works are ſuch as were done with- 
cut ſpectal gracc, or perfe&, &c. 

P aul. Enough hath been ſaid to conſute that pre- 
rence. 

Gal. Bat Faith is the Work of God, and fo takes 
away boaſting of our on Abilities, and Righteouſfe 
neſs. 

Paul. As though Works done by common grace, 
or perfe&t works, were not the Works of God too ; 
and upon the ſame ground exclude Boaſttag 18 ozr 
own Abilitles, 

2. As to Righteouſneſs, if Faith be ſuch, either ir 
gives ground of boalting (and fo is exciuded from 
Juſtification) cr if jr do'nr, then the Apoſtle gives 
a caution where there is no danger. I ſhail only 
dd, thar rhe Apofiles deſign is, ro prove, that we 
are 7uſlified by Grace, and fo all precence of Poaſling 
Is excluded, Becauſe we are not Fuſtified vy any Righ- 
t:ouſneſs in us from Chriſt, but by a Righteouſneſs wt 
Chriſt for 15. Ard fo we proceed to, ; 

Arg.3.If weare juſtified by Righteouſneſs of Chrift 
imputed, then we are not juſtified by our ivherent 
Righteouſneſs : Burt rhe former 15 true, and therefore 
the latter. Thar Chriſt's Righreouineſs 15 imputed 
appears by Rom. 4. 11. compared with 2 Cor. 5. ar. 

Gal. But whar do you mean by the term Imputats- 
on in this Queſtion ? 
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Paul. Tt is an Ac of God afcribing to us the 
Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, and accounting It ours no 
fefs, than if we had 1B our own Perſons performed It, 
fo Dr. W. Slater on Ron. 4. 6. p. 52. and generally 
our Divines to the ſaine ſenſe if their words be lome- 
whar differen] And the Foundation of this Act of 
Gods, they make Chriſt's ſarety{hip, mentioned, Heb, 
7.22, 

Gal. This Opinion ſeemeth to aſcribe to God 
a miſtaking Fudgment, as to cfteem us to have done 
ta Chriſt whar we did vor. 

Paul. Thixre's no more ground to ſuppoſe a mſ- 
flake in God, than in the Creditor, that he ſhould 
reckon kis debt paid by the Debtor, when he knew 
it was paid by the Surety, Bur as the payment of 
the debt by the ſurety is in the eye of the Law rhe 
Dehror's AR. £0 is the Righrevuſacts of Chriſt per- 
formed by him in our ftcad, by legal reputation, 
ts our a and dced, and 1: avai:able to us, as 1f had 
been perſonal. 

Gal. Then we are as Righteous as Chrift, 

Paul. 1. Some of our Divines Geny the conſe- 
quence, and chink it no beiter than this, The Debtor 
zs as rich as his Surtty, vecauſe the Surety hath paid 
his Debt [Clarkſon Sermon a Morning Lecure againftt 
Popery, pag. 455. ] And rhey give this Reaſon,  Be- 
cauſe the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not imputed to any 
particular believer according to the whole latitude of 
It, but as he needs it, [Dav, Juft. Hab. p. 331.] 

2. Some Divines grant the conicquence, with 1i- 
mitation. A Learned Man in a Sermon juit now 
publiſhed : ſays, As Chriſt is perfefHly Righteoas hav- 
zng ſully paid the Debt, and being fully diſcharged, 
ſo are they in him. Ard he adds for 1/luſtracion and 
proof, The Original Debtor is as clety and free as his 
Jurety is, conſedered as his ſurety, when the atht is 
paid, and that payment accepted for, and adjudged 
io the Original Debtor, by the Creditor, [Mr. Nath. 
Aather, 
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Mather. Ser. Righttoiſnefs of God, p. 24, 23. ] And 
1 ſee not whar exception can be made acaintt the 
grant, thus bounded. 

Gal. Burt you have forgot to prove your conſe. 
quence. 

Paul. No, ne. That is proved thus, he that hath 
a Righreouſneſs of his own, needs not another's for 
Juſtification. And he that is Juſiifed by anothers 
Righteouſneſs, muſt needs be ſuppoſed to be defiijrure 
of any Righreouſnets of his own. And thus much is 
impcrred in thar norable Scripture, Piil. 3.8, g, 
which all Ola Proteſtant Pivines were wont 10 urge 
agaiaſt the P-pits. The grear Caltin obſcrves on 
this place, that thie Apoſiles compares tia R ighteouj- 
nefes togtther, Fan's own, ara Gods, as contravits 
which cans ep togethiy ——— For whereas the, 
Law brings Warhs, Faith offers a nahed Man to 
God, that ht ray be clathed with tne Richtouſnefs 
of Chriſt. | 

Gal. Some of our Divites un! rorſtand the Riph- 
reouſneſs here oppoſed to be Paris Jowilh and Fane 
gelical Righreoninehs. 

Paul. 1. Ther: there's rn Oppiytion at all, ror he. 
tween the Right CHMESh, ior net r of them 1"E A 
Rigirec 12! Tr: is: 072L f! 197 Ny {; r cir at 3$ nOfe? po 
In parts, [externa! Bight reOUfnets OI YERIEY 
nor the {atttr , for that iS cc fofiive 3: JEET YT) [ >y 'te 
Anofiles acknow edoroent, UN. 32. Not a3 '9ugh i 
were ailrtady ' prrject [1 nor PET VOnl: tho APoſiits Its 
teri} 16 them. {rho Words Fg 427% 7EfCT to tf e fs 
hy 14 141446 of the Riohrenufir gt WETE Es 07: Pe, 30 fl 
Guds. Ti tothe Sub; f7 ar Woes t, thea both were 
bis own. [fe dds. 55 9. 1 Z2h. 3 3] And it cag- 
not fink nto my hed, rt the Apoitic could nog 
{pcak ſentc, 

2. Suppoſine tre Lav cf Oppotition obferyey x 
Wy does the \po{tie renounce iis own Pharajaic gd 
Rig he teonſneſ. ? 

G it 
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Gal. Bzcauſe it would not be gain to him. 3. e, 
adrantageous to him to procure acceptance with 


Gd. 

Yaat Then it ſeems he relied upon his own Gofpel 
Righteouſneſs for that end, which could not be ot» 
rained by his other Righteouſneſs. Bur I have always 
thoughr,that God hath made us accepted in the belo- 
ved, Eph. 1.6. 3. e. that Chriſt's Righteouſneſs, | vis. 
whereof himſclf is the Subj: and Agent] had been 
the procuring cauſe of our acceptance with God. 

Gal. Buta late Author urges many Arguments to 
covficm his irterpretation. 

Pail. Tam not ignorant of them, bur what you 
have heard now will give you an intimation whar 
Anfrver may be returned. My occafions call me a- 
way, you and I may have perhaps an opportunity to 
diſcourſe further of theſe Points, and others where- 
fn your Party ſtand at a great diſtance from ours, 
In the mean while, 2s ro the main point we have 
been upon, I would have you confider, that all the 
Proteſtant Argumtnts, though they are direRted a- 
gainſt the eric of Works aſſerted by the Papiſts, yet 
they exclude the Conditionality of them too; becauic 
they make Faith the only medium or inſtrument of 
applying Chriſts Righteouſneſs, as the meer A&R of 
the eye, was the only means of cure to the 1jraelites 
birten by fiery Serpents, Fobn 3 14. 15. 

Gai. This parting vord ſticks, E believe I ſhall 
ſhortly be a Deſertey. 

Paul. The ſooner the better, 
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